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In  our   increasingly  globalized  world  English   is  used  as  a   lingua   franca   (ELF)   for  
many  different  communicative  purposes.  This  thesis  seeks  to  make  a  contribution  
to  ongoing  ELF  research  by   investigating  the  progressive   in  ELF.  The  aim  of   the  
paper  is  to  give  insights  into  how  the  progressive  is  used  with  regard  to  both  forms  
and  functions  and  on  a  more  general  level,  to  contribute  to  a  better  understanding  
of  what  ELF  is  like.    
  
The  paper  provides  a  theoretical  part  which  briefly  addresses  the  concept  of  ELF  
and  also  characterizes  ELF   research.  Furthermore,  central   issues  with   regard   to  
the   progressive   as   a   grammatical   category   are   discussed   to   provide   a   starting  
point  for  the  empirical  part.    
  
The   thesis   rests   on   a   study   that   examines   the   progressive   in   the   speech   event  
type   ‘conversation’   of   the   VOICE   corpus.   The   data   is   analyzed   both   from   a  
qualitative   and   quantitative   point   of   view.   In   the   quantitative   analysis   the   paper  
seeks  to  show  in  which  forms  and  with  which  frequency  the  progressive  is  used  in  
ELF.   The   results   are   also   compared   to   native   speaker   data   from   ICE-­GB.   The  
paper   shows   that   in   the   data   the   progressive   is   a   relevant   structure   in   ELF  
communication  and  that  it  is  found  in  a  variety  of  different  forms.    
  
The  qualitative  part  attempts   to  show  which   functions   the  progressive  has   in   the  
data  in  order  to   investigate  what  may  motivate  the  use  of  this  form.  The  analysis  
reveals  that  the  progressive  in  ELF  has  some  functions  that  are  also  found  in  ENL  
grammars   and   others   that   are   not,   such   as   ‘adding   emphasis’   or   the   so-­called  
‘historic  progressive’   that  makes  what   is  being  said  more   lively.   It   is  argued   that  
speakers   draw   on   underlying   resources   of   language   and   that   all   functions   are  
actualizations  of  the  same  underlying  criterion  of  meaning.  Finally,  also  the  issue  
of  the  communicative  effectiveness  of  the  progressive  is  addressed.    
  
The   paper   concludes   that   in   the   data   investigated   the   progressive   is   certainly   a  
relevant  structure  for  ELF  communication  that  is  clearly  communicatively  effective  
and  moreover,   the  ELF  speakers  actualize  what   is  underlying  compared   to  ENL  
more  generously.  
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1.  INTRODUCTION  
  
When   I   was   a   little   girl   I   was   madly   in   love   with   Prince  William   and   dreamt   of  
becoming  the  Queen  of  England.  For  me  this  meant  of  course  that  I  had  to  learn  
how  to  speak  English  perfectly,  mistake-­  and  accent-­free.  Thus,  when  my  English  
lessons  started,  I  was  probably  the  most  motivated  pupil   in  class,  making  a  lot  of  
effort   to   reach  my  goal:  speaking  English   ‘like  a  native’.  After  all,   I  would  be   the  
Queen  of  England  one  day.  
  
Times  change  and  so  do  little  girls’  dreams.  My  love  for  English  proved  to  be  more  
durable   than  my   love   for  Prince  William  and   I  also  got  more  out  of   it   in   the  end.  
Instead  of  moving  into  Buckingham  Palace,  I  have  travelled  a  lot,  have  met  people  
from   different   places   with   different   first   languages,   and   have   taken   part   in  
international   projects.   English   has   helped  me   to   communicate   with   people   from  
Norway  to  Cyprus,  from  Portugal  to  Turkey.  That  I  essentially  communicate  in  my  
‘imperfect’  English  has  never  been  a  problem,  nor  has  it  made  those  experiences  
any  less  funny,  fascinating  or  enriching.    
  
Only  later  did  I  learn  that  I  had  been  using  English  as  a  lingua  franca  (ELF)  when  
talking  to  or  exchanging  e-­mails  with  people  who  do  not  speak  my  mother  tongue,  
German.  ELF  has  been  and  will  probably  also  in  the  future  be  the  most  central  use  
of   ‘English’   for  me.   The   fact   that   it   has   a   connection   to  my   (social)   life   is   what  
makes  ELF  fascinating  and  researching  ELF  so  interesting  for  me  personally.    
  
This   is  why   I   wanted   to  write   a   thesis   concerned  with   ELF.  When   looking   for   a  
topic  in  this  field,  I  came  across  Elina  Ranta’s  (2006)  article  entitled  The  ‘attractive’  
progressive   –   why   use   the   -­ing   form   in   English   as   a   lingua   franca?   –   and   was  
immediately  attracted  to  the  topic.  Therefore,  I  decided  to  do  my  own  study  on  the  
progressive   in   ELF,   taking  my   lead   from  Ranta’s   article.   After   all,   if   we  want   to  
know   what   ELF   is   really   like,   the   field   of   lexicogrammar   can   surely   provide  
valuable  insights.    
  
This  study  is  thus  concerned  with  the  use  of  the  progressive  in  English  as  a  lingua  
franca.   Its   aim   is   to   provide   insights   into   the   forms   and   functions   in   which   the  
progressive   is  used   in  ELF  and  on  a  more  general   level   to  contribute   to  a  better  
understanding  of  what  ELF  ‘is   like’.  The  paper  rests  on  an  empirical  study  based  
on  naturally  occurring  ELF  data  from  the  VOICE  corpus  and  the  ENL  corpus  ICE-­
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GB  is  also  used  for  a  part  of  the  analysis.  The  findings  are  also  compared  to  those  
of  Ranta  (2006)  where  possible.  
  
First  some  theoretical  background  is  provided.  Chapter  2  outlines  the  field  of  ELF  
as  well  as   the  research  concerned  with   it.  Then  the  already  existing  research  on  
lexicogrammar,   the   area   this   study   deals   with,   is   also   briefly   addressed.   The  
chapter   continues  with   the   progressive,  which   is   dealt   with   in   detail,   addressing  
central   issues  concerned  with   this  aspectual   category.  Finally,   the   two   fields  are  
brought   together   and   the   only   published   study   of   the  progressive   in  ELF,  Ranta  
(2006),  is  presented.    
  
Then  my  own  study  on   the  progressive   in  ELF   follows.  Chapter  3  deals  with   the  
data  and  methodology  used.  First,  the  general  research  design  and  the  aims  of  the  
study  are  outlined.  Then  the  data  used  from  both  VOICE  and  ICE-­GB  is  presented  
in  detail.  Furthermore,  methodological   issues  concerned  with   the  selection  of   the  
data   are   discussed.   The   selection   with   regard   to   the   ELF   data   proved   to   be  
especially  complex  and  therefore,  a  large  section  of  the  chapter  is  devoted  to  it.    
  
Next   the   results   of   the   study   are   presented.   Here   a   distinction   between   a  
quantitative  and  a  qualitative  analysis,  or  between  a  focus  on  from  and  function,  is  
made.   Chapter   4   is   concerned   with   the   quantitative   part.   After   some   brief  
methodological   remarks   the   findings   of   the   analysis   concerned   with   how   the  
progressive   occurs   in   ELF   are   presented.   First   general   frequency   is   addressed,  
then  the  forms  found  and  verbs  used  are  discussed  and  finally  contraction  is  dealt  
with.   The   results   of   the   quantitative   analysis   of   the   ELF   data   are   not   only  
compared   to   results   from   the   native   speaker   data   but   also   to   those   of   Ranta  
(2006).   Concluding   remarks   round   off   the   chapter   by   summing   up   the   most  
relevant  findings.    
  
Chapter  5,  the  qualitative  part,  is  concerned  with  what  the  progressive  expresses  
when  used  in  ELF.  First  of  all,  the  question  of  how  to  approach  the  functions  of  the  
progressive  in  ELF  data  is  discussed  and  methodological  issues  are  raised.  Then  
the   functions   found   in   the   ELF   data   are   presented.   Here   a   basic   distinction   is  
made   between   those   found   in   grammars   of   ENL   and   those  which   are   not.   The  
individual   functions   are   discussed   and   described   in   detail   and   illustrated   by  
examples  from  the  corpus.  Finally,  also  the  issue  of  communicative  effectiveness  
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of   the  progressives   in   the  data   is  addressed.  Again,  concluding   remarks  sum  up  
the  central  findings  of  the  chapter.    
  
The   study   is   rounded   off   by   a   conclusion   that   summarizes   the   most   central  
findings.  It  should  be  stressed  that  the  paper  is  based  on  a  particular  set  of  data  
only.  This  means  that  the  findings  might  give  indications  to  what  the  progressive  is  
like   in  ELF,   but   they  are  essentially   limited   to   the  data  used.  Nevertheless,  with  
this   thesis   I   hope   to  make  a   contribution   to   the   “gradually   accumulating  body  of  
work”  (Seidlhofer  2005:  340)  in  the  field  of  English  as  a  lingua  franca  by  providing  
insights  into  how  the  progressive  is  used  in  my  ELF  data  and  more  generally,  to  a  
better  understanding  of  the  nature  of  ELF.    
     4  
2.  SETTING  THE  SCENE  
  
This   chapter   provides   some   theoretical   background   with   regard   to   ELF   and   the  
progressive.  First,  ELF  and  ELF  research  are  briefly  characterized  and  research  in  
the  field  of   lexicogrammar   is   touched  upon.  Then  the  progressive   is  dealt  with   in  
detail,  focussing  on  important  issues  with  regard  to  this  structure  to  provide  a  basis  
for  the  analysis.  Finally,  ELF  and  the  progressive  are  brought  together  as  the  only  
published  study  on  the  progressive  in  ELF  by  Ranta  (2006)  is  described.    
  
2.1.  English  as  a  lingua  franca  
  
2.1.1.  Defining  ELF  
  
In   our   increasingly   globalized  world   English   is   everywhere:   in   business,   politics,  
tourism,  sports,  diplomacy,  in  advertisements,  in  the  media  and  on  the  Internet.  As  
Crystal  (2003:  189)  puts  it,  “[t]here  has  never  been  a  language  so  widely  spread  or  
spoken   by   so   many   people   as   English.”   Indeed,   at   the   beginning   of   the   21st  
century  people  use  English  to  communicate  with  others  worldwide  for  a  range  of  
different  purposes,  both  in  the  public  and  in  the  private  sphere.    
  
Moreover,  today  there  are  clearly  more  non-­native  speakers  of  English  than  native  
speakers.   Giving   reliable   numbers   is   of   course   difficult,   yet   Crystal   (2003:   61)  
estimates  that  while  around  320  to  380  million  people  are  natives,  the  number  of  
second   language   speakers   ranges   between   300   and   500   million   and   that   of  
foreign   language   speakers   of   English   even   from   500  million   to   one   billion.   This  
means  that  “English  has  acquired  an  unparalleled  status  as  a  language  spoken  by  
more  non-­native  speakers  than  native  speakers”  (House  2002:  246)  and  that  today  
many   interactions   in   ‘English’   take   place   among   non-­natives.   However,   the  
‘English’   used   in   such   interactions   is   no   longer   that   of   the   native   speakers   of  
Kachru’s  ‘Inner  circle’1  but  English  as  a  lingua  franca  (ELF).    
  
A  lingua  franca  can  be  defined  as  “an  additionally  acquired  language  system  that  
serves   as   a   means   of   communication   between   speakers   of   different   first  
languages“  (Seidlhofer  2001:  146).  Today,  in  situations  where  people  do  not  share  
the   same   first   language,   they   frequently   resort   to   English   as   a   lingua   franca   to  
                                                                                        
1   Kachru’s   (1992:   356-­357)   model   divides   into   Inner   Circle,   which   comprises   countries   where  
English   is   the  native   language,  Outer  Circle  where   it   is  a  second  language  and  Expanding  Circle  
where  it  is  a  foreign  language.  For  more  details  see  for  instance  Kachru  (1985,  1992).  
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settle  business  deals,  to  discuss  findings  at  conferences  or  simply  to  keep  in  touch  
with   friends   from  all   over   the  world.  Although   “most   ELF   interactions   take   place  
among  ‘non-­native’  speakers  of  English“  (Seidlhofer  2005:  339),  say  a  discussion  
between  an  Austrian,  a  Belgian  and  an  Italian,  native  speakers  of  English  are  not  
excluded   from   ELF   interactions   as   in   reality   “communication   via   ELF   frequently  
happens  in  and  across  all  three  of  Kachru’s  circles“  (Seidlhofer  2009b:  236).  
  
Despite  this,   it   is   important   to  note  that  ELF  is  clearly  different  from  English  as  a  
native   language  (ENL).   In  order  to  capture  the  role  of  English  today,  Widdowson  
(1997,  2003)  distinguishes  between  the  concepts  of  ‘distribution’  and  ‘spread’,  the  
latter   of  which  describes   the  nature  of  ELF  very  well.  As  Seidlhofer   (2001:   138)  
remarks   in   reference   to   Widdowson,   ELF   “evolv[ed]   out   of   spread”.   Thus,   ELF  
does  not  come  about  by  
  
the   distribution   of   a   stable   and   unitary   set   of   encoded   forms,   but   as   the  
spread  of  a  virtual  language  which  is  exploited  in  different  ways  for  different  
purposes.  […]  When  we  talk  about  the  spread  of  English,  then,  it  is  not  that  
the  conventionally  coded  forms  and  meanings  are  transmitted  into  different  
environments   and   different   surroundings,   and   taken   up   and   used   by  
different   groups   of   people.   […]   The   distribution   of   the   actual   language  
implies   adoption   and   conformity.   The   spread   of   virtual   language   implies  
adaption   and   nonconformity.   The   two   processes   are   quite   different.  
(Widdowson  2003:  50,  my  emphasis)  
  
Thus,  ELF   is   not   a   copy   of   native-­speaker  English   that   is   simply   adopted   like   a  
“franchise   language”   (Widdowson  1997:  140).   It   is  a  use   in   its   own   right  with   its  
speakers  adapting  the  underlying  resources  to  fit  their  communicative  needs.  I  will  
come  back  to  this  concept  in  more  detail  later.    
  
The  central   issue  and  aim  of  ELF   interactions   is  successful  communication.  ELF  
speakers  are  thus  users  who  want  to  achieve  their  communicative  goals  –  and  not  
learners.   This   is   an   important   distinction   as   ELF   is   not   a   ‘learner   language’   or  
‘interlanguage’   because   the   ultimate   goal   is   communicative   effectiveness   rather  
than   reaching   native-­like   competence   (whatever   that   may   exactly   be).   (Ranta  
2009:   88-­89)   Not   what   is   ‘correct’   with   regard   to   ENL   norms   is   central   and   as  
Hülmbauer,   Böhringer   &   Seidlhofer   (2008:   27,   original   emphasis)   put   it   “ELF   is  
thus   defined   functionally   by   its   use   in   intercultural   communication   rather   than  
formally   by   its   reference   to   native-­speaker   norms.”   Therefore,   “native   speaker  
speech   is   not   a   yardstick   against   which   ELF   speakers’   speech   is   evaluated”  
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(Ranta  2009:  88).  This   is  also  why  ELF  research   is  clearly  conceptually  different  
from  questions  of  Second  Language  Acquisition  (Ranta  2009:  88-­89).    
  
2.1.2.  Researching  ELF  
  
Having  defined  what  ELF   is   and  what   it   is   not,   the   question   of  what  ELF   is   like  
arises.   However,   although   ELF   is   such   a   central   and   global   phenomenon,  
research  on  ELF  has  been  comparatively  scarce.  As  Mauranen  (2009:  1)  puts  it,    
  
[i]n   contrast   to   the   native   and   the   established   second   language   varieties,  
the   use   of   English   as   a   lingua   franca   (ELF)   has   been   hotly   debated   but  
relatively  little  studied.  
  
This  has  also  been  observed  by  Seidlhofer  (2009b:  237),  who  claims  that    
  
currently,  there  is  a  very  considerable  gap  between  the  extent  of  the  spread  
of  ELF  and  the  extent  to  which  efforts  have  been  made  to  describe  it.    
  
However,  ELF  research  is  clearly  catching  up.  In  the  last  years  ELF  has  developed  
“from  an  outlandish   idea   to  a  massive  new   research  agenda”   (Seidlhofer  2009c:  
37).   Interest   in   this   field   is   certainly   increasing   as   the   growing   number   of  
researchers   that  deal  with  ELF  and  the  books,  articles,  PhD  and  MA  theses   that  
are  being  written  show.  Moreover,  also  the  3rd  ELF  conference  –  held   in  2010   in  
Vienna  –  where  the  launch  of  the  first  ELF  journal  was  announced  bears  witness  
to  this  development.    
  
The   growing   interest   in   research   also   profits   from   that   fact   that   ELF   data   is  
becoming  more  accessible  as   the   first  corpora  with  different   foci  have  now  been  
compiled.2   To   date,   ELFA   (English   as   a   Lingua   Franca   in   academic   settings)  
focussing  on  academic  ELF  as  well  as  the  general  VOICE  corpus  (Vienna-­Oxford  
International  Corpus   of  English)   containing   different   speech   events   from   various  
domains   with   a   European   focus   and   the   TELF   corpus   (Tübingen   English   as   a  
Lingua   Franca)   that   combines   video-­recorded   discussions   with   retrospective  
interviews   have   been   completed.   Moreover,   the   ELFIA   corpus   (English   as   a  
Lingua   Franca   in   Asia),   an   Asian   counterpart   of   VOICE,   is   on   its   way.3   The  
                                                                                        
2   It  should  be  noted   that  only  one  of   these  corpora,  VOICE,  can  be  accessed  online  and   free  of  
change  (VOICE-­Homepage  2010a).  
3   For   further   information  on   the  different   corpora  mentioned   the   reader   is   referred   to  Mauranen,  
Hynninen  &  Ranta   (2010)   for  ELFA,  Seidlhofer   (2010)   for  VOICE,  TELF-­Project   (2010)   for  TELF  
and  Wang  (2010)  for  ELFIA.    
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availability  of  corpora  of  course  offers  new  research  possibilities  and  as  Mauranen  
(2009:  2)  puts   it  “[t]he  mere  existence  of  the  ELF  corpora  ushers  in  a  new  era   in  
ELF  research.”    
  
What   is   of   central   interest   for   ELF   research   is   to   find   out   what   is   important   for  
successful  ELF  communication  and  what   is  not   (Seidlhofer  2006:  45)  as  well  as  
what   the   central   and   most   frequently   used   structures   and   lexical   items   are  
(Seidlhofer   2003:   18).   Researching   ELF   is   different   and   challenging   because   it  
means  rethinking.  As  it  deals  with  a  new  phenomenon,  “an  emerging  English  that  
exists  in  its  own  right”  (Jenkins  2007:  2,  original  emphasis),  new  ways  of  analysis  
are   needed,   not   “[f]orcing   findings   into   preconceived   categories”   (Seidlhofer  
2009c:  40)  established  for  ENL.  On  the  contrary,  ELF  should  be  “described  in   its  
own   terms   rather   than   by   comparison   with   ENL”   (Jenkins   2007:   2,   original  
emphasis).    
  
Different  studies  that  deal  with  ELF  have  already  revealed   interesting  tendencies  
and  can  give  us  glimpses  of   the  nature  of  ELF,  such  as   that   in  ELF   interactions  
misunderstandings   do  not   happen   frequently   (see   for   instance  Mauranen  2006),  
that   there   is   no   one-­to-­one   correlation   between   correctness   and   communicative  
effectiveness  (Hülmbauer  2007,  2010)  and  that  accommodation  to  other  speakers  
seems  to  be  an   important  strategy   frequently  used  (see   for   instance  Cogo  2007,  
2009,   Cogo   &   Dewey   2006,   Seidlhofer   2009a).4   As   ELF   is   such   a   central  
phenomenon  for  communication  worldwide,  eventually  results  from  ELF  research  
are   likely   to   also   have   consequences   for   English   language   teaching   (Seidlhofer  
2004:  224-­225).  
  
2.1.3.  Researching  ELF  lexicogrammar  
  
ELF   research   has   already   probed   into   different   areas   as   also   alluded   to   above,  
such  as  phonology  (Jenkins  2000)  and  pragmatics  (House  1999,  Meierkord  2002,  
Mauranen   2006,   Böhringer   2009,   Klimpfinger   2009,   Pitzl   2010).   Also  
lexicogrammar  has  been  the  subject  of  ELF  research.    
  
However,   a   few   years   ago   lexicogrammar  was   the   field   in  which   least   research  
had   been   conducted.   In   an   article   from   2004,   Seidlhofer   (2004:   219)   notes   that  
                                                                                        
4  For  more  detailed  accounts  on  ELF  research  done  so  far  see  Seidlhofer  (2004)  and  Seidlhofer,  
Breitender  &  Pitzl  (2006).  
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“[l]exicogrammar   [...]   constitutes   the   area   in   which,   apart   from   a   few   initial  
observations  [...]  the  smallest  amount  of  description  has  been  undertaken  to  date.“  
She  assumed   that   this  was  due   to   the  unavailability  of   large  corpora   (Seidlhofer  
2004:   219).   Nevertheless,   Seidlhofer   enumerates   some   lexicogrammatical  
tendencies   that  have  emerged  from  ELF  data,  such  as  a  different  use  of  articles  
and   the   3rd   person   –s   as   well   as   a   preference   for   using   very   general   verbs  
(Seidlhofer  2004:  220).    
  
These   tendencies   but   also   other   aspects   of   lexicogrammar   have   subsequently  
been   taken   up   in   recent   years   in   more   extensive   studies   which   are   based   on  
naturally   occurring   ELF   data.   Research   dealing   with   ELF   lexicogrammar  
conducted   so   far   has   focussed   on   phenomena   such   as   the   3rd   person   –s  
(Breiteneder  2009,  Dewey  2007b),  different  syntactic   features   like  hypothetical   if-­
clauses   (Ranta   2009),   article   use   and   its   underlying   functions   (Cogo   &   Dewey  
2006,  Dewey  2007b)  or  more  generally  the  relationship  between  correctness  and  
communicative  effectiveness  of  various  structures  (Hülmbauer  2010).    
  
What  has,  however,  to  my  knowledge,  only  been  addressed  by  Ranta  (2006)  are  
questions  concerned  with  verb  aspect  in  ELF.  The  aim  of  my  study  is  precisely  to  
probe   into   this   area   and   investigate   the   use   of   the   progressive   aspect   in   ELF,  
taking   advantage   of   the   availability   of   a   large   corpus,   namely   VOICE.   In   my  
analysis   I   want   to   investigate   whether   this   structure   is   central   for   ELF  
communication  and  if  yes,  how  it  is  used.  
  
First  however,  central  issues  with  regard  to  the  progressive  will  be  addressed.  As  
Ranta   (2009:  88)  notes,   “native  speaker  speech   is  not  a  yardstick  against  which  
ELF  speakers’  speech  is  evaluated”,  but  I  will  turn  to  different  uses  of  English  and  
descriptions   of   ENL   to   illuminate   thinking   about   the   progressive   that   has   been  
undertaken  to  date.  After  all,   research   interest  has,  as  already  mentioned,  so   far  
strongly  focused  on  native  speaker  English.  Therefore,  ENL  description  provides  a  
starting  point  for  dealing  with  this  structure.    
  
2.2.  The  progressive  aspect  
  
‘Expanded   tense’,   ‘periphrastic   form’,   ‘temporal   aspect’,   ‘subjective   form’   or  
‘continuous  tense’,  to  name  but  a  few  –  all  these  terms  have  been  used  to  refer  to  
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basically   the   same   phenomenon:   the   combination   of   a   form   of   be   and   an   –ing  
participle   (Scheffer   1975:   1-­2).   This   is,   as   Römer   (2005:   19)   observes,   “a  
terminological   Babel”.   To   avoid   confusion,   in   this   paper   I   will   only   use   the   term  
‘progressive’  to  refer  to  this  construction.    
  
In  light  of  the  fact  that  so  many  different  terms  exist  for  this  form,  it  is  not  surprising  
that   there   is   also   considerable   disagreement   concerning   the   structure   and  
especially  its  meaning.  What  is  clear,  however,  is  that  the  progressive  is  an  aspect  
in   the   English   language.   For   Brinton   (1988:   3),   “[a]spect   is   a   matter   of   the  
speaker’s   viewpoint   or   perspective   on   a   situation”   and   also   Comrie   (1976:   3)  
defines  aspect   in  a  similar  way,  namely  as  “different  ways  of  viewing  the   internal  
temporal  constituency  of  a  situation”.    
  
How  aspect  is  realized  differs  from  language  to  language,  but  the  system  of  aspect  
in   the   Slavic   languages   is   often   referred   to   as   prototypical.   Also   from   a  
terminological  point  of  view  Slavic  languages  are  important  as  after  all,  “[t]he  term  
‘aspect’   is   a   loan   translation   from   the   Slavic   (e.g.,   Russian   vid)”   (Binnick   1991:  
136).  In  Slavic  languages  aspect  is  a  rather  straightforward  and  clear  category  as  
it   is   marked   overtly   and   morphologically   so   that   in   each   tense   verbs   have   two  
morphologically   distinct   forms   referred   to   as   perfective   and   imperfective  
respectively.5  While  generally  speaking   the  perfective  expresses   the  situation  as  
completed,  the  imperfective  expresses  the  situation  as  not  completed.  To  give  an  
example,   in   the   Slavic   language   Russian   the   English   she   read   has   two  
translations:   ?????????   and   ??????,   the   former   being   the   perfective   form   which  
roughly  means  she  had  read,  the  latter  the  imperfective  which  corresponds  to  she  
was  reading.  (Binnick  1991:  136)    
  
The  terms  perfective  and  imperfective  are  also  used  with  regard  to  aspect  in  other  
languages,  such  as  English.   In  native  speaker  English,  however,  aspect   is  more  
complex   compared   to   Slavic   languages   as   there   are   no   two   distinct   forms   –  
although   it   might   seem   to   be   so   when   looking   at   the   above   example.   (Binnick  
1991:   139)   On   a   formal   level   a   basic   distinction   between   progressive   and   non-­
progressive   aspect6   is   made;;   non-­progressive   aspect   refers   to   the   simple   form  
while   the  progressive   refers   to   the  combination  of  be  and  an  –ing  participle   (see  
                                                                                        
5  There  are  of  course  some  exceptions  as  Binnick  (1991:  136)  indicates.    
6   Some  authors   identify  more   aspects.   In   this   paper,   however,   progressive   and   non-­progressive  
aspect  will  be  used.    
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for   instance   Huddleston   &   Pullum   2002:   117).   How   to   apply   the   dichotomy  
perfective/imperfective   to   these   two   categories   is   not   as   clear-­cut   as   in   Slavic  
languages   because   imperfectivity   as   well   as   perfectivity   can   be   expressed   by  
means   of   the   non-­progressive   aspect.   The   progressive   aspect   is,   however,  
generally  associated  with  imperfectivity.  (see  for  instance  Williams  2002:  43-­50)  
  
When  dealing  with  aspect  in  ENL,  another  distinction  should  be  made.  Aspect  can  
be  expressed,  generally  speaking,  either  grammatically  or   lexically.  An   important  
difference   is   thus   the  one  between  aspect  and   ‘Aktionsart’.  Aspect   refers   to   “the  
classic  notion  of  [inflectional]  morphological  aspect”  (Sasse  2002:  203).  Aktionsart  
is  a  German  term  that  is  translated  with  ‘kind  of  action’  and  is  basically  concerned  
with  the  lexical  meaning  of  a  verb  (Brinton  1988:  3).  For  instance,  the  verbs  know  
and  recognize  differ  as  know  implies  a  permanent  state  while  recognize  does  not  
(Lyons  1977:  706).  However,  as  verbs  do  not  exist  in  isolation,  the  exact  meaning  
of   a   verb   depends   on   the   linguistic   cotext   and   situational   context   in   which   it   is  
used.   Thus   to   be   more   precise,   Aktionsart   is   concerned   with   the   nature   of   the  
‘situation’  expressed  (Declerck,  Reed  &  Cappelle  1991:  49).  Different   features  of  
verbs  have  been   identified  and  this   led  to  a  number  of  classifications  of  situation  
types.   Probably   the   most   important   and   influential   classification   is   the   one   by  
Vendler  (1957).    
  
In  this  paper,  the  focus  will  be  on  aspect  as  a  grammatical  category,  yet  situation  
types  and  classifications  will  be   relevant   later  when  dealing  with   the   functions  of  
the  progressive  and  the  constraints  of  use.  
  
2.2.1.  Meanings  of  the  progressive    
  
The   central   issue   concerning   the   progressive   in   ENL   is   trying   to   account   for   its  
meaning.   According   to   Comrie   (1976:   33),   “the   English   Progressive   has,   in  
comparison  with   progressive   forms   in  many  other   languages,   an   unusually  wide  
range”  of  uses.  How  to  account  for   this  “wide  range”  has,  however,  proven  to  be  
complex   and   controversial.   Therefore,   various   accounts   of   progressive  meaning  
exist.   One   of   the   reasons   for   this   is   that   the   difference   in   meaning   between  
progressive   and   non-­progressive   is   not   always   clear   to   see.   As   Binnick   (1991:  
281)  notes,  
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[n]o  one  has  even  specified  in  a  complete  and  satisfactorily  general  way  […]  
how  the  progressive  tenses  differ  in  meaning  from  the  corresponding  simple  
tenses,   though   English   speakers   all   agree   that   they   do   differ,   often   quite  
radically  […],  though  sometimes  in  tantalizingly  subtle  ways.  
  
Another   factor   that   complicates   the  matter   is   that   the  meaning  of   progressive   in  
native-­speaker  English  may  still  be  changing.    
  
Since  the  use  of  the  progressive  aspect  has  been  undergoing  grammatical  
extension   over   the   past   few   hundred   years,   it   is   likely   that   its   use   is   still  
changing  at  the  present  day,  and  that  its  description  at  any  one  time  cannot  
be   totally   systematic.   This   would   explain   the   difficulties   faced   by   those  
attempting  to  account  in  every  respect  for  the  conditions  for  the  use  of  the  
progressive  in  terms  of  semantic  generalizations.  (Quirk  et  al.  1985:  202)  
  
That   the   progressive   is   currently   undergoing   change   had   also   been   suggested  
earlier  by  Comrie  (1976:  39)  and  Potter  (1969:  118-­122).  In  his  survey  of  possible  
areas   of   change   in   ENL,   Potter   entitles   a   section   “GROWING   USE   OF  
PROGRESSIVE  FORMS”   (Potter  1969:  118,  original  emphasis).  Mair  and  Hundt  
(1995)  confirmed  these  assumptions  in  a  diachronic  study  using  evidence  from  the  
corpora  Brown  and  LOB  (1961)  and  the  corresponding  corpora  Frown  and  FLOB  
(1991/1992).  Their  results  suggest  “that  the  progressive  is  generally  (being?)  used  
more   frequently   these   days   than   was   the   case   thirty   years   ago”   (Mair   &   Hundt  
1995:   114).7   Their   findings   have   been   confirmed   by   other   studies,   for   instance  
Smith  (2002)  or  Leech  and  Smith  (2006).8  
  
Explaining   this   increase   has   proven   to   be   a   complex   task.   The   question   arises  
whether   this   is   a   case   of   grammatical   change   or   not.   If   it   is   indeed   a   case   of  
grammatical   change,   then   the   progressive   is   chosen   more   often   in   instances  
where  both  progressive  and  simple   form  are  possible.   It  could,  however,  also  be  
one  result  of  a  bigger  stylistic  change  by  which  written  native  speaker  English   in  
general  is  moving  closer  to  the  norms  of  spoken  English,  a  process  that  has  been  
referred  to  as  ‘colloquialisation’.  (Mair  &  Hundt  1995:  118)  
  
                                                                                        
7  The  humouristic  touch  –  (being?)  –  is  Mair  and  Hundt’s.    
8   It   should   be   noted   that   the   increase   in   frequency   of   this   form   is   not   a   new   phenomenon   or  
exclusive  to  the  twentieth  century.  Earlier  studies  show  that  the  progressive  has  been  continuously  
increasing  in  frequency  since  the  beginning  of  the  Modern  English  period  (see  for  instance  Denison  
1998:   143   who   also   refers   to   other   studies).   For   instance,   Smitterberg’s   findings   (2000:   286)  
suggest  that  in  written  British  English  the  use  of  the  progressive  has  doubled  in  the  course  of  the  
nineteenth  century.    
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Considering  the  “unusually  wide  range”  (Comrie  1976:  33),  the  “tantalizingly  subtle  
ways”   (Binnick  1991:  281)   in  which  progressives  can  sometimes  differ   from  non-­
progressives  and  the  fact  that  the  progressive  is  a  category  that  is  becoming  more  
frequent  at  the  moment  in  native  speaker  English  (see  for  instance  Mair  &  Hundt  
1995)  it  is  not  surprising  that,  as  Eriksson  (2008:  32)  dryly  notes,  “[t]he  meaning  of  
the   English   progressive   is   a   much-­debated   issue.”   Indeed,   one   finds   different  
approaches   in   grammars   of   native   speaker   English   as  well   as   in   the   numerous  
specialized   studies   concerned   with   English   aspect   –   although   compared   to   the  
non-­progressive,  the  progressive  is  rather  infrequent  as  just  roughly  5%  of  all  verb  
constructions  in  native  speaker  English  are  progressives  (Römer  2005:  32).9  
  
What  these  approaches  have  in  common  is  that  the  meaning  of  the  progressive  is  
usually   accounted   for   by   one   basic   criterion   which   is   very   general   and   thus   a  
varying   number   of   different   functions   which   specify   it   are   identified,   such   as  
duration.  These  functions  are  also  referred  to  as  “features”  (Huddleston  &  Pullum  
2002:  163)  or  “components”  (Quirk  et  al.  1985:  198).  Different  approaches  to  the  
progressive   also   attribute   different   degrees   of   importance   to   these   functions.  
Moreover,   often   a   distinction   is   made   between   so-­called   ‘main’   or   ‘basic’  
meaning(s)   and   ‘special’,   ‘other’   or   ‘non-­aspectual’   ones.   The   latter   refer   to  
meanings   that   cannot   be   accounted   for   by   the   main   criterion   and   this   usually  
concerns  expressing   future   reference.  Such  a  distinction   is   for   instance   found   in  
Quirk  et  al.  (1985:  197-­210)  or  Huddleston  and  Pullum  (2002:  162-­163).    
  
Despite  the  fact  that  there  is  a  great  variety  of  different  approaches,  they  also  have  
many   similarities.   Some   functions   are   often   found   in   different   accounts   of   the  
progressive   and   thus   seem   to   be   widely   accepted   aspects   of   meanings   of   this  
form;;   an   example   of   this   is   for   instance   ongoingness.   The   functions   of   the  
progressives  will  be  of  central  importance  for  the  qualitative  part  of  my  analysis.  
  
2.2.2.  Constraints  on  use  
  
Although  the  progressive  can  express  a  range  of  meanings,  there  are,  according  
to  grammars  and  theoretical   treatments  concerned  with  ENL,  also  constraints  on  
the  use  of  this  form.  This  is  where  the  aforementioned  classifications  of  situations  
come  into  play.  The  most  important  distinction  when  dealing  with  constraints  of  the  
                                                                                        
9  This  number  is  not  given  by  Römer  herself  but  based  on  the  different  studies  she  summarizes.    
     13  
progressive   is   that  between  statives   (or   states)  and  non-­statives   (or  non-­states).  
The  progressive  usually  does  not  combine  with  states.  This  is  because  as  Brinton  
(1988:  24)  puts  it,  “[s]tates  do  not  happen;;  they  are  not  done.  Rather,  they  simply  
are.”    
  
The  claim  that  stative  verbs  do  not  combine  with  the  progressive  is  basically  found  
in  all  descriptions  of  the  progressive  in  ENL.  
  
All   accounts   of   the   English   progressive   observe   that   certain   verbs   are  
normally  incompatible  with  the  progressive.  These  verbs  seem  to  belong  to  
the  class  of  stative  verbs.  (Brinton  1988:  38)    
  
Stative   verbs   can  be   subdivided   into   different   categories,   such   as   verbs   of   inert  
perception  like  feel,  hear,  see,  smell  and  taste  or  verbs  of  inert  cognition  such  as  
believe,   forget,   know   or  understand.   Also   verbs   that   express   the   idea   of   having  
and   being   such   as   consist   of,   resemble,   matter   are   considered   stative   verbs.  
(Leech  2005:  25-­27)  
  
This  enumeration  might  give  the  impression  that  there  is  a  fixed  list  of  verbs  that  
can  never  occur  in  the  progressive  in  ENL.  However,  that  the  progressive  does  not  
combine   with   stative   verbs   is   not   a   strict   rule;;   more   precisely   it   is   a   tendency.  
Statements  concerning  the  constraints  already  imply  this:  “In  many  cases  […]  the  
progressive   is   unacceptable   with   stative   verbs”   (Quirk   et   al.   1985:   198,   my  
emphasis).   Stative   verbs   can   and   also   do   occur   in   the   progressive   if   they   are  
reinterpreted  as  dynamic:  the  study  by  Biber  et  al.  (1999:  471-­475)  shows  that  in  
actual  use  in  native  speaker  English,  there  are  some  stative  verbs  that  occur  quite  
frequently  in  the  progressive,  like  live  or  think.  Despite  this,  stative  verbs  are  seen  
as  the  category  that  is  most  central  when  it  comes  to  constraints  on  the  use.    
  
The  use  of  the  progressive  is  also  considered  problematic  with  habits  and  usually  
does  not  combine  with  them  (Brinton  1988:  38)  as  a  habit  is  “a  series  of  individual  
events  which  as  a  whole  make  up  a  state”   (Leech  2005:  10,  original  emphasis).  
Thus,   a   state   is   expressed,   yet   not  with   a   so-­called   stative   verb.  Habits   can   be  
used   in   the   progressive,   yet   only   when   a   special   interpretation   applies,   which  
generally  means   that   the  habit  has   limited  duration   (see   for   instance  Quirk  et  al.  
1985:  199).  It  should  be  mentioned  that  the  progressive  is  also  not  used  to  refer  to  
general   truths,   although   this   is   not   often  mentioned   explicitly.  What   is   generally  
valid,   e.g.   scientific   or   geographical   facts   as   well   as   what   is   generally   true   for  
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individuals,  is  expressed  by  the  simple  form,  to  be  more  precise  the  present  tense  
simple.  (Carter  &  McCarthy  2006:  598-­599)    
  
The  above  categories,  i.e.  stative  verbs,  habits  and  general  validity,  are  frequently  
referred   to   in   studies   on   progressive   use   for   cases   where   the   progressives  
‘diverge’   from   accounts   as   found   in   grammars.   They  will   also   be   relevant  when  
discussing  qualitative  approaches  to  the  data.    
  
2.2.3.  Studying  the  progressive:  a  dynamic  category  
  
The  progressive  has  widely  been  studied  with  regard  to  different  uses  of  English.  
With   regard   to   native   speaker   English   it   has   been   investigated   for   instance   by  
Scheffer   (1975),   Ota   (1963),   Joos   (1964),   Allen   (1966),   Pürschel   (1981),  
Legenhausen  (1985),  Levickij  &  Romanova  (1997)  and  Römer  (2005).  Also  in  the  
New  Englishes  of  the  Outer  Circle  the  progressive  has  been  studied,  for  instance  
by   Baskaran   (2004),   Mahboob   (2004),   Schmied   (2004),   Schmied   (2006)   and  
Collins   (2008).   The   progressive   is,   however,   also   an   issue   in   learner   English  
where  it  is  considered  a  ‘problem’,  or  an  ‘area  of  difficulty’  for  learners  of  different  
mother   tongues,   as   Swan   and   Smith   (2001)   show   in   their   guide   for   English  
teachers.  Studies  on  the  progressive  in  learner  English  inc??????????-­??????????
(2007),  Axelsson  &  Hahn  (2001)  and  Eriksson  (2008).    
  
These  studies  offer   interesting   insights   into  how   the  progressive   is  actually  used  
by  different  speakers  (or  ‘learners’).  What  is  interesting  is  that  they  show  that  the  
progressive   is   dynamic   as   it   seems   to   be   evolving.   In   this   respect,   similar  
tendencies  are  found  with  regard  to  different  varieties.  
  
First  of  all,  as  it  has  been  pointed  out  earlier,  recent  diachronic  studies  by  Mair  &  
Hundt   (1995),  Smith   (2002)   and   Leech   and  Smith   (2006)   based   on  written   data  
show   that   the  progressive   is  used  more   frequently   in  ENL  nowadays.  Explaining  
this  increase  has  proven  to  be  difficult  –  it  could  be  a  case  of  grammatical  change  
or  one  result  of  a  bigger  stylistic  change  referred  to  as  ‘colloquialisation’  by  which  
written  English  in  general  is  moving  closer  to  the  norms  of  spoken  English.  (Mair  &  
Hundt   1995:   118).   In   any   case,   something   is   happening   with   regard   to   this  
category  in  ENL.    
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Furthermore,   the   progressive   is   also   used   in   situations   usually   considered  
incompatible  with  the  progressive.  This  can  be  seen  at  one  glance  when  looking  at  
the   Varieties   of   English   Multimedia   Reference   Tool   (Kortmann   et   al.   2004-­7),  
which  identifies  27  varieties  (out  of  46)  with  the  feature  “wider  range  prog[ressive]”  
(Kortmann  et  al.  2004-­7).  This  means   that   the  varieties  show  a   “[w]ider   range  of  
uses  of  the  Progressive  (e.g.  I'm  liking  this,  What  are  you  wanting)”  (Kortmann  &  
et   al.   2004-­7,   original   emphasis).   Looking   at   the   individual   descriptions   of   the  
varieties   in   Kortmann   et   al.   (2004),   this   frequently   refers   to   stative   verbs   and  
sometimes  also  habits  used  with  the  progressive.  
  
This   ‘wider   range’   is   found   in  varieties  of  native  speaker  English  as   for   instance  
Welsh   and   Scottish   English   show   an   extension   of   the   progressive   to   stative  
situations  as  well  as   to  habits   (Miller  2004:  54-­55,  Filppula  2004:  76-­77).  Also   in  
American   dialects   such   as   Appalachian   English   the   progressive   is   extended   to  
statives  (Montgomery  2004:  254).    
  
However,  also  in  the  so-­called  New  Englishes  the  progressive  seems  to  be  used  in  
ways  that  differ  from  traditional  native  speaker  rules.  Platt,  Weber  &  Ho  (1984:  86,  
original   emphasis)   identify   “a   tendency   to   extend   the   use   of   be   +   verb   +   ing  
constructions  to  stative  verbs”  for  the  New  Englishes  in  general.10  Descriptions  of  
individual  Englishes  in  A  Handbook  of  Varieties  of  English  confirm  the  tendency  of  
progressives  being  used  for  statives   in  these  varieties,   like  Huber  &  Dako  (2004:  
855)   for  Ghanaian  English  or  Baskaran  (2004:  1077-­1078)   for  Malaysian  English  
as  well   as   for   habits   as  Mahboob   (2004:   1046)   notes   for   Pakistani   English   and  
Bhatt   (2004:   1028)   for   Indian  English.  However,   the   data   used   to   support   these  
assertions  come  form  a  range  of  very  different  sources,  but  studies  using  corpora  
that  deal  with  the  progressive  in  the  New  Englishes  also  confirm  this  tendency  (for  
instance  Schmied  2004,  Collins  2008).  
  
Collins’  (2008)  large-­scale  study  which  examines  different  Englishes  with  the  help  
of   corpora   from   the   ICE   family   also   detected   this   tendency   in   all   five   New  
Englishes  investigated:  Philippine  English,  Singapore  English,  Hong  Kong  English,  
Indian  English   and  Kenyan  English.   There   is   no   indication   concerning   the   exact  
                                                                                        
10  For  details  on  how  New  Englishes  are  defined  see  Platt,  Weber  &  Ho  (1984:  2-­3).  
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number  of  cases  that  show  an  extended  use,  but  the  fact  that  they  do  occur  in  all  
varieties  is  seen  as  proof  that  the  extended  use  exists.  (Collins  2008:  235)11  
  
Moreover,   even   though   studies   on   learner   English   take   a   different   perspective,  
what   learners   of   English   do   is   similar.   Some   learners   over-­generalize   the  
progressive   (see   for   instance   Swan   &   Smith   2001:   8).   In   a   book-­length  
investigation  Eriksson  examined  tense  and  aspect  as  used  by  Swedish  learners  of  
English   with   the   help   of   the   ICLE   corpus.   He   dryly   remarks   that   “[t]he   most  
frequent  error  type  was  the  progressive”  (Eriksson  2008:  Abstract).  Most  of  these  
errors   occurred   with   regard   to   general   validity   and   habitual   activity   as   well   as  
stative  verbs  (Eriksson  2008:  211).  It  is  thus  similar  to  what  is  happening  in  native  
speaker  varieties  as  well  as  in  the  New  Englishes.    
  
What  all   this  shows  is  that  the  progressive  seems  to  be  evolving  –  also   in  native  
speaker   English,   which   is   often   taken   as   the   yardstick   for   comparisons.   The  
progressive   is   certainly   a   grammatical   category   which   is   –   although   this   might  
sound  contradictory  with  regard  to  the  idea  of  stability  we  tend  to  have  with  regard  
to  grammar  –  active,   dynamic  and  on   the  move.  This  makes   researching   it  with  
regard  to  ELF  even  more  interesting.    
  
2.3.  The  progressive  and  ELF  
  
As  has  been  shown,  the  progressive  is  a  phenomenon  widely  researched,  ranging  
from  its  use  in  native  speaker  English  and  in  the  New  Englishes  to  learner  English.  
How   it   is  used   in  ELF  has,  however,   to  my  knowledge  only  been   investigated   in  
one  study,  namely  by  Ranta  (2006).    
  
In  her  study  of   the  progressive   in  ELF,  which   is  part  of  a   larger  project  on  verb-­
syntactic   features   (Ranta   2006:   101),   Ranta   sets   out   to   investigate  whether   the  
progressive   is   used   in   “’extended’”   (Ranta   2006:   95)   ways   as   other   studies  
concerned  with  New  Englishes  and  learner  English  have  shown  and  to  provide  an  
explanation   of   this   phenomenon   (Ranta   2006:   97).   The   data   for   her   analysis   is  
taken   from   the  ELFA  corpus,  which   contains   spoken  ELF   in  academic   contexts.  
                                                                                        
11  Collins   (2008)  also  examines   ICE-­GB,   ICE-­AUS,   ICE-­NZ,  as  well   as  American  English  but  as  
there  is  no  ICE  corpus  for  this  variety,  he  uses  the  Santa  Barbara  Corpus  for  the  spoken  and  the  
Frown  Corpus  for  the  written  part  (Collins  2008:  228).    
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Moreover,   she   uses   MICASE,   a   native   speaker   corpus   of   academic   spoken  
English,  to  compare  her  results  from  the  ELF  corpus.  (Ranta  2006:  101)  
  
Ranta  (2006:  102-­106)  also  includes  quantitative  data  in  her  study,  for  instance  on  
the   verbs   used   and   the   distribution   of   tenses.   The   core   part   of   her   analysis   is,  
however,  the  issue  of  the  “’extended’  use”  (Ranta  2006:  95)  of  the  progressives.  In  
this   section   she   classifies   the   progressives   which   do   not   express   meanings   as  
found   in   traditional   grammars,   both   from   ELFA   and   from   MICASE,   into   three  
categories:   ‘stative   verbs’,   ‘general   validity/habitual   activity’   and   ‘point   in   (past)  
time’  (Ranta  2006:  106-­109).  She  concludes  from  her  findings  that  the  progressive  
could   be   used   to   put   extra   prominence   on   the   verb   and   thus   to   ensure  
understanding  (Ranta  2006:  112-­113).  
  
Ranta’s  findings  are  of  course  limited  to  her  set  of  data.  Therefore,  my  intention  is  
to   study   the   progressive   with   regard   to   different   data   to   find   out   whether   the  
progressive  is  also  ‘attractive’  in  other  ELF  data,  and  if  yes,  why  this  might  be  so.  
Ranta’s  (2006)  study  thus  served  as  a  starting  point  for  my  own  analysis.  
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3.  DATA  AND  METHODOLOGY  
  
In  this  chapter  data  and  methodology  used  for  the  study  will  be  addressed.  First,  
the  research  design  and  the  aims  of  the  study  are  outlined  and  the  data  used  from  
both  VOICE  and   ICE-­GB   is  presented.  Finally,  methodological   issues  concerned  
with  the  selection  of  the  data  are  discussed.  The  selection  with  regard  to  the  ELF  
data  proved  to  be  especially  complex  and  therefore,  a  large  section  is  devoted  to  
it.   It  should  be  noted   that   further  methodological   remarks   relevant   to   the  specific  
analysis   are   also   found   at   the   beginning   of   the   chapters   concerned   with   the  
quantitative  and  the  qualitative  analysis  respectively.    
  
3.1.  Aims  and  research  design  
  
The  aim  of  this  study  is  to  investigate  how  the  progressive  is  (being?)  used  in  ELF.  
This   is  also   the  basic   research  question   that  guides   the  analysis.  My   initial   idea  
was   to   simply   replicate   the   aforementioned   study   by  Ranta   (2006)  with   different  
data,  but  in  the  course  of  my  research  I  decided  to  go  my  own  way  with  regard  to  
certain  aspects.  Therefore,   the  following  analysis  was  clearly   inspired  by  Ranta’s  
work  and  Ranta’s  article  has  also  guided  its  basic  structure,  yet  the  present  study  
is  not  a  mere   replication  of   it.  However,  where  possible   I   compare  my   results   to  
Ranta’s  findings.  
  
In  my  empirical  study  the  progressive  is  investigated  from  both  a  quantitative  and  
a  qualitative  point  of  view.  The  quantitative  part  seeks   to   find  out   in  which   forms  
the   progressive   is   found   when   used   in   ELF.   Here   also   a   comparison   to   native  
speaker  data  as  well  as  to  Ranta’s  findings  is  made.  The  core  part  of  the  analysis  
is   the  qualitative  analysis,  which   is  guided  by   the  question  of  what   functions   the  
progressive   has  when   it   is   used   in  ELF.   For   this   analysis   only  ELF  data  will   be  
used.  Moreover,  also  the  question  of  whether  the  progressive  is  communicatively  
effective  or  not  will  be  addressed.  Thus,   I  combine  a   focus  on   form  and  function  
(Seidlhofer  2009c)  –   the  headings  of   the  chapters   taken   from  Seidlhofer   (2009c)  
reflect   this  –  yet   the  analysis  of   functions  of   the  progressive   is  clearly  the  central  
part  of  the  analysis.    
  
For   researching   the   progressive   in   spoken   ELF   interactions,   naturally   occurring  
language  data   from  the  VOICE  corpus   is  used.  My  analysis   is  mainly  concerned  
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with  ELF,  yet  as  already  mentioned  I  compare  my  finings  to  ENL  in  one  part  of  the  
analysis  and  so  I  also  use  native  speaker  data,  namely  from  ICE-­GB.    
  
3.2.  The  data    
  
3.2.1.  ELF  data  from  VOICE  
  
The   ELF   data   used   in   my   study   comes   from   VOICE,   the   Vienna-­Oxford  
International  Corpus  of  English,  which  was  compiled  at   the  University  of  Vienna.  
VOICE  is  a  corpus  of  spoken  ELF  and  the  first  ELF  corpus  that  is  available  free  of  
charge  via   the  homepage  of   the  VOICE  Project.   (VOICE-­Homepage  2010a)  The  
aim   of   VOICE   is   basically   “to   lend   a   voice   to   English   as   a   Lingua   Franca”  
(Seidlhofer   2010:   154)   and   provide   easy   access   to   ELF   data.   As   the   research  
team  states,  
  
[t]he  overall  purpose  of  VOICE  is  to  provide  a  relatively  large-­scale  resource  
for  descriptions  of  ELF  on  all  linguistic  levels  which  is  accessible  to  linguistic  
researchers  all  over  the  world.  (Breiteneder  et  al.  2006:  175)  
  
VOICE   is   “the   first   general   corpus   capturing   spoken   ELF   interactions”   (VOICE-­
Homepage   2010b)   and   currently   comprises   about   1,000,000   words,   which  
correspond   to   approximately   110   hours   of   recording   and   151   individual   speech  
events.  In  the  corpus  five  different  domains  are  distinguished:  educational,  leisure,  
professional  business,  professional  organizational  and  professional   research  and  
science.  Moreover,  the  data  in  the  corpus  is  classified  with  regard  to  ten  different  
speech  event  types  such  as  interview,  conversation,  meeting  or  press  conference.  
(VOICE-­Homepage   2010b)   The   corpus   has   a  European   focus   (Seidlhofer   2010:  
154)  with  speakers  coming  “from  49  different  first  language  backgrounds”  (VOICE-­
Homepage   2010b).   As,   of   course,   native   speakers   also   take   part   in   ELF  
communication,  they  were  not  excluded  from  the  corpus,  yet  they  only  make  up  a  
small  part.  (Seidlhofer  2010:  154)  
  
As   already   mentioned,   VOICE   contains   spoken   ELF   only,   which   has   the  
advantage  of  being  “at  one  remove  from  the  stabilizing  and  standardizing  influence  
of   writing”   (Seidlhofer   2001:   146).   Therefore,   only   non-­scripted   interactions   are  
included   in   the  corpus.  Furthermore,   the  data   is  naturally  occurring  which  means  
that   the   recordings  were   neither   set   up   nor   elicited.   (VOICE-­Homepage   2010b).  
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Moreover,  the  ELF  data  captured  in  VOICE  also  has  a  high  degree  of  interaction  
as    
  
it   is  a  central  objective  of  VOICE  to  record  ELF  speech  not  simply  as   it   is  
produced  by   individual  speakers  but  as   it  happens  among  speakers   in   the  
natural  course  of  interaction.  (Breiteneder  et  al.  2006:  164)  
  
Consequently,  long  monologues  were  not  included  in  the  corpus  (Seidlhofer  2010:  
154)  as  only  interactive  data  gives  “insights  into  how  people  actually  employ  ELF  
to   talk   to  each  other,   […]  how   they  generally  co-­construct  discourse”   (Seidlhofer  
2010:  154-­155).  
  
3.2.2.  ENL  data  from  ICE-­GB  
  
Furthermore,   like   Ranta,   I   decided   to   compare   some   of  my   findings   to   a   native  
speaker  corpus.  For  this,  ICE-­GB  was  selected  because  a  part  of  it  is  comparable  
to  my  specific  ELF  data.  I  will  come  back  to  this  later.  
  
ICE-­GB  is  part  of  the  International  Corpus  of  English  project  that  aims  at  building  
about   20   comparable,   syntactically   analyzed   corpora   of   different   varieties   of  
English   (Nelson,   Wallis   &   Aarts   2002:   3)   i.e.   “of   the   English   used   in   countries  
where   it   is  either  a  majority   first   language   […]  or  an  official  additional   language”  
(Greenbaum   1996:   3).   Therefore,   the   ICE   project   comprises   corpora   of   for  
instance   Canadian   English,   as   well   as   East   African   and   Indian   English.   Each  
corpus  will  consist  of  about  1,000,000  words  and  be  built  and  analysed  according  
to   the   same   scheme.   ICE-­GB   is   the   British   component   of   this   project   and   was  
complied   at   the   University   College   London   (Survey   of   English   Usage).   (Nelson,  
Wallis  &  Aarts  2002:  1-­3)  
  
ICE-­GB  consists  of  a  written  component  that  comprises  about  400,000  words  and  
a  spoken  component  that  contains  around  600,000  words.12  The  data  is  arranged  
in  texts13  which  contain  roughly  2,000  words.  (Nelson,  Wallis  &  Aarts  2002:  5)  As  
the  corpus  map  shows,  the  different  texts  are  subdivided  into  different  categories.  
                                                                                        
12  50  texts  (100,000  words)  of  the  spoken  component  are  scripted  (Nelson,  Wallis  &  Aarts  2002:  5),  
and  so  they  are  sometimes  counted  as  part  of  the  written  component,  which  makes  the  two  parts  
equal  in  size.    
13  The  number  of   interactions   in  VOICE  cannot  be  compared   to   the   ‘texts’   in   ICE-­GB  because   in  
ICE-­GB  a   ‘text’   is  characterized  by   the   fact   that   it  has  roughly  2,000  words  and  moreover,   ’texts’  
can  be  composite,  which  means  “they  consist  of   two  or  more  different  samples  of   the  same  type  
which  have  been  combined”  (Nelson,  Wallis  &  Aarts  2002:  4).  
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Apart   from   the   distinction   spoken-­written,   they   are   categorized   according   to   the  
features  dialogue,  monologue  or  mixed  for  spoken,  and  printed  or  non-­printed  for  
written  texts.  Further  subdivisions  are  also  made.  (ICE-­GB  2006:  Corpus  map)  
  
The  main   selection   criterion   for   the   data   is   based   on   the   education   level   of   the  
speakers   (and   authors):   they   must   have   at   least   completed   second-­level  
education.  The  speakers,  who  are  18  or  above,  were  either  born  in  Great  Britain  or  
moved   there  when   they  were  very  young.  They  come   from  different   regions  and  
also  different  age  groups  are  represented.  (Nelson,  Wallis  &  Aarts  2002:  3-­5)  
  
3.2.3.  The  speech  event  type  ‘conversation’    
  
As  mentioned  before,   this   analysis   uses  Ranta’s   (2006)  as   its   starting  point.  My  
initial   idea   was   to   research   academic   ELF   in   VOICE   and   compare   the   findings  
directly   to   those   of   Ranta   that   come   from   the   ELFA   corpus.   VOICE   is,   as  
mentioned  above,  a  general   corpus  and  also  contains   some  speech  events   that  
can  be  considered  as  belonging  to  the  use  of  ELF  in  academic  settings,  namely  in  
the   domains   of   ‘professional   research   and   science’   and   ‘education’.  However,   a  
closer  inspection  showed  that  a  comparison  with  the  ELFA  corpus  is  not  possible,  
as  VOICE   contains   different   academic   speech   events.  Moreover,  what  makes   it  
even  more  difficult  is  that  it  is  not  clear  which  academic  ELF  Ranta’s  (2006)  study  
is  exactly  based  on.  The  study  was  carried  out  when  ELFA  was  in  the  process  of  
being  built  and  so  only  a  part  was  used  for  the  analysis.  Ranta  (2006:  101)  notes  
that,  
  
[t]he  current  size  of  the  corpus  is  approximately  0.6  million  words  –  half  of  
which  was   fully   transcribed  and   rechecked  at   the   time  of   the   retrievals   for  
this  paper.  Thus,  the  present  study  is  based  on  this  0.3-­million-­word-­corpus.    
  
Which  speech  event  types  are  part  of  this  subcorpus  is  unclear  as  Ranta  does  not  
give  any  further  indication.  
  
As  a  comparison  as  originally  planned  was  thus  not  possible,  I  decided  to  focus  on  
one  speech  event  type  from  VOICE  for  the  purpose  of   investigating  progressives  
in   spoken   ELF,   namely   ‘conversation’.   This   choice   was   mainly   motivated   by  
feasibility  and  also  comparability.  An  initial  search  in  the  whole  VOICE  corpus  that  
contains   about   1,000,000   words   using   the   query   *ing   (see   section   3.3.)   yielded  
20,025   results,   a   number   too  big   to  handle  and   to  analyse   for   the   scope  of   this  
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                      Table  1:  Overview  speech  event  type  conversation  (VOICE-­Homepage  2010c)  
paper.14   The   speech   event   type   ‘conversation’   corresponds   to   roughly   160,000  
words  and  yielded  2899  forms  ending  in  –ing  and  thus  a  manageable  number  of  
results.  
  
Conversation  is  also  an  interesting  speech  event  type  to  research  as  it  is  found  in  
all   five   domains.   However,   in   leisure   it   is   most   prominent.   This   becomes   clear  
when  looking  at  the  following  table  taken  from  the  VOICE-­Homepage  (2010c)  that  
shows   the   distribution   of   this   speech   event   type   over   the   different   domains   and  
provides   information  with   regard   to   the  number  of  speech  events,   the  number  of  




In  VOICE,  “[a]  conversation  is  defined  as  a  speech  event  at  which  people  interact  
without   a   predefined   purpose”   (VOICE-­Homepage   2010b).   This   means   that   the  
topics   of   the   interactions   vary   greatly,   from   a   “[c]onversation   at   a   party   about  
Spanish   in   Argentina   and   about   a   dog”   (VOICE   LEcon353:   Header)   and   a  
“[c]onversation   about   being   a   successful   woman   in   the   business  world”   (VOICE  
PBcon594:   Header)   to   a   “[c]onversation   about   the   solution   of   functions   in   the  
Hartogs  domain”  (VOICE  PRcon534:  Header).  Furthermore,  topics  also  frequently  
shift   in   the  course  of  a  conversation.  Using  all  data   from  a  certain  speech  event  
type   thus   has   the   advantage   of   capturing   ELF   across   different   domains   with  
diverse  topics  being  discussed.    
  
One   speech   event   type   of   ICE-­GB   is   comparable   to   conversations   in   VOICE,  
namely  ‘direct  conversations’  (S1A  001-­090).  Some  of  the  direct  conversations  in  
ICE-­GB  probably  have  a  predefined  purpose  such  as  conversations   in  a  doctor’s  
office   (e.g.   ICE-­GB  S1A-­088).   Therefore,   the   definition   as   found   in  VOICE  does  
not  match  with  ICE-­GB.    
  
                                                                                        
14  This  query  was  chosen  because  VOICE  is  currently  neither  POS-­tagged  nor  parsed  (for  more  
details  see  section  3.3.).  
Speech  event  type  conversation  
Domain   No.  of  speech  events   No.  of  speakers   wordcount  
ED  (educational)   4   36   28,511  
LE  (leisure)   21   101   98,103  
PB  (professional  business)   1   4   2,212  
PO  (professional  organizational)   3   26   15,361  
PR  (professional  research  and  science)   7   23   13,860  
Total   36   190   158,047  
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However,  the  definition  adopted  for  direct  conversations  in  ICE-­GB  can  be  applied  
to   the   data   in   VOICE.   In   ICE-­GB   direct   conversations   are   part   of   the   so-­called  
‘private   dialogues’   which   are   defined   by   the   fact   that   they   lack   an   audience  
(Nelson,  Wallis  &  Aarts  2002:  6).  
  
Though  the  exchange  may  be  overheard,   the  speakers  only  address  each  
other;;  in  general  they  do  not  speak  for  the  benefit  of  anyone  else  who  may  
be  present.  (Nelson,  Wallis  &  Aarts  2002:  6)  
  
This  is  also  true  for  the  data  in  VOICE:  the  conversations  recorded  were  intended  
for  the  speakers  only  but  can  be  overheard  by  others.  Thus,  the  common  definition  
of   conversation   (VOICE)   and   direct   conversation   (ICE-­GB)   is   that   these   speech  
events  have  no  audience.    
  
There   are   also   other   aspects   in   which   the   sets   of   data   are   comparable,   for  
instance  they  both  occur  face-­to-­face:  this  is  a  selection  criterion  for  data  in  VOICE  
(VOICE-­Homepage  2010b)  and  what  distinguishes  direct  conversations  in  ICE-­GB  
from  so-­called   telephone  calls   that  are  also  classified  as  private  dialogues   (ICE-­
GB  2006:  Corpus  map).  Moreover,  as  the  focus  of  VOICE  is  on  interaction,  there  
are  many  different   speakers   involved   in   the  speech  events;;   direct   conversations  
are  classified  as  dialogues,  thus  there  are  two  or  more  speakers  as  also  looking  at  
the   individual   texts  shows.  Direct  conversations,  which  contain  185,208  words  or  
90  texts  are,   like  conversations   in  VOICE,  very  diverse  with  regard  to  content  as  
they   were   recorded   for   instance   in   private   homes   or   in   a   travel   agent’s   office.  
(Nelson,   Wallis   &   Aarts   2002:   310-­311).   All   this   makes   a   comparison   of   these  
specific  speech  event  types  possible.  
  
Having  established  which  kind  of  data  is  used  in  the  study,  the  question  arises  as  
to  how  the  progressives  were  retrieved  and  selected.  This  will  be  addressed  in  the  
next  sections  with  regard  to  both  sets  of  data.  Especially  with  regard  to  VOICE  this  
proved  to  be  challenging.    
  
3.3.  Selecting  data  from  VOICE    
  
VOICE  is  currently  neither  POS-­tagged  nor  parsed.  Therefore,   in  order  to  find  all  
progressives,  the  query  *ing  was  used.  As  in  VOICE  words  are  represented  in  the  
full  form  even  if  they  are  not  fully  pronounced  (VOICE  Project  2007b:  3),  this  query  
enables  the  user  to  find  all  progressives  as  the  ending  –ing  is  always  transcribed  
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as  –ing  and  never  as  –in.  As  this  study  is  only  concerned  with  one  speech  event  
type,   namely   conversation,   the   corresponding   filter   was   used   additionally.   In   all  
interactions   that   belong   to   this   speech   event   type   in   VOICE   this   query   yielded  
2899  results.  
  
VOICE  is  accessible  online  and  various  searches  can  be  performed,  however  for  
working  with  the  results  from  VOICE  I  decided  to  use  the  programme  WordSmith  
Tools  (version  4.0)  as  it  offers  the  possibility  of  excluding  cases  and  of  sorting  the  
data  in  various  ways.  Therefore,  each  text  of  the  speech  event  type  conversation  
was   copied   from   VOICE   into  Word   and   converted   into   a   .txt   file.   In  WordSmith  
Tools   the  same  query   (*ing)  was  used.   In  order   to  obtain   the  same  results  as   in  
VOICE,   the  following  settings  with  regard  to   tags  were  chosen:   in  addition  to   the  
default   setting   of   ignoring   mark-­up   in   pointed   brackets   <>,   also   information  
between  curly  brackets  {}  was  ignored.  
  
Pointed  brackets  have  a  range  of  different  functions  in  VOICE,  such  as  indicating  
overlaps   and   non-­English   speech   as   well   as   referring   to   speaking   modes   and  
speaker   noises   (VOICE   Project   2007a).   Curly   brackets   are   utilized   for   four  
purposes.   They   are   used   to   give   translations   of   non-­English   speech   and   in  
instances   of   so-­called   pronunciation   variations   and   coinages,   the   existing  
corresponding  word  is  provided.  Moreover,  they  serve  to  state  the  cause  of  a  gap  
in   transcription   or   an   interruption   in   a   recording   and   they   are   also   used   for  
providing   information   on   contextual   events.   (VOICE   Project   2007a:   4,   7-­8)  
Especially   the  descriptions  of  contextual  events  contain  many  words  ending   in  –
ing,   among   them   also   progressives.   This   is   not   surprising   as   in   native   speaker  
English   the   progressive   is   associated   with   “indicat[ing]   a   happening   IN  
PROGRESS   at   a   given   time”   (Quirk   et   al.   1985:   197,   original   emphasis).   An  
example  of  this  is  found  in  the  following  extract.  
  
411   S6:  yeah  (6)  {SS  are  eating}    
(Extract  1:  VOICE  EDcon250:  411)15  
  
As   these  progressives  were  produced  by   the   transcribers  and  not   the  speakers,  
they  are  ignored  when  searching  VOICE.      
  
                                                                                        
15  In  the  examples  I  provide  from  the  corpora  the  structure  in  question  is  marked  in  bold.    
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However,   the   search   with   the   above   mentioned   settings   in   WordSmith   Tools  
yielded  2887  results,  twelve  fewer  than  the  original  search  in  VOICE.  An  analysis  
of   these   cases   revealed   that   there  were   two   different   reasons  why   these   forms  
were  not  found.  In  five  cases  the  ending  –ing  was  followed  by  a  contracted  form  of  
is,  as  in  the  following  example.    
  
692   S1:  <2>and  </2>  everything's  flat    
(Extract  2:  VOICE  LEcon562:  692)  
  
However,   none   of   these   cases   were   progressives.   The   remaining   seven   forms  
were  not  found  because  the  ending  –ing  contained  one  or  two  colons  which  serve  
to   indicate   lengthening   (VOICE   Project   2007a:   3).   Among   these   were   also   the  
following  two  progressives  which  were  included  manually.  
  
42   S2:  last  night.  (1)  at  e::r  half  past  TWO  .  (.)  <8>  i  think  we  </8>  were
   drinkin:g  in  the  kitchen  of  my:  residence.    
(Extract  3:  VOICE  LEcon229:  42)  
  
2295   S2:  <un>xxx  </un><5>  when  </5>  are  you  goin:g?  (.)  
(Extract  4:  VOICE  LEcon560:  2295)  
  
The  obvious  question   that   arises  when  approaching   the  data  extracted   from   the  
corpus   is  which   results   should   be   included   in   the   analysis   and  which   not.  More  
precisely,  with  regard  to  my  data  the  question  is:  which  of  the  2899  cases  can  be  
considered   an   instance   of   a   progressive?   This   question   has   proven   to   be  more  
complex  to  answer  than  it  seemed  at  first  sight.    
  
Data  selection  is  of  course  necessary  as  the  query  *ing  is  very  broad.  Many  results  
yielded  with  this  query  were  clearly  not  progressives  and  thus  excluded  manually  
from  the  data.  Among  these  were  various  nouns  and  pronouns  ending  in  –ing  such  
as   morning,   thing,   spring   or   Simmering   (a   district   of   Vienna)   and   something,  
nothing  or  everything.  Some  results  were  adjectives   like   interesting  or  disgusting  
or  verbs  such  as  sing  and  bring.  Moreover,  many  gerunds  such  as  making   in  the  
following  example  were  found  and  excluded.  
  
78   S1:   maybe   we   should   <7>   find   any   maybe   </7>   we   should   start  
making  a  LIST  .  of  (.)    
(Extract  5:  VOICE  PRcon534:  78)  
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Furthermore,   also   non-­finite   clauses   with   –ing   participle   were   found,   which   for  
instance  had  the  function  of  a  post-­head  modifier  of  a  noun  phrase  as  living  in  the  
following  extract.  
  
1408   S3:  but  er  you  have  that  in  norway  as  well  so  (.)  people  living  in  oslo
   don't  understand  people  living  in:  this  place  called  <un>  xxx  </un>  
(Extract  6:  VOICE  LEcon560:  1408)  
  
Also   instances   of   be   going   to   with   future   reference  were   excluded,   as   they   are  
considered  a  marker  of  future.  All  this  shows  that  the  ending  –ing  is  quite  frequent  
and  that  the  –ing  participle  is  not  only  used  for  forming  progressives.  
  
With   regard   to  data  selection,  of  course  also  preceding  and   following  utterances  
were  taken  into  account.  Whereas  in  many  cases  only  looking  at  the  utterance  in  
which  the  word  ending  in  –ing  occurred  was  enough  to  determine  the  status  of  the  
result,  in  some  cases  it  was  not.  As  is  illustrated  in  the  following  example,  linguistic  
cotext  and  situational  context  often  helped  to  clarify  its  true  meaning.      
  
62   S5:  <3>are  you  going  </3>  (.)  to  =  
63   SX-­f:  =  <soft>mhm  </soft>  =  
64   S5:  =  are  you  going  to  type  (it)  yourself?  (1)    
(Extract  7:  VOICE  POcon543:  62-­64)  
  
In   isolation,  are  you  going   in  the  first  utterance  seems  to  be  a  progressive  of  the  
verb  go,  yet  reading  on  shows  that  the  same  speaker  repeats  this  form  and  adds  
what  she  wanted  to  add.  This  makes  the  first  utterance  an  instance  of  intended  be  
going  to  with  future  reference.    
  
The   forms   mentioned   above   have   been   excluded   from   the   data   because   they  
obviously   are   not   progressives   but   rather   pronouns,   adjectives   or   gerunds.  
However,  the  status  of  other  results  was  more  difficult  to  determine.  As  there  is  a  
study  concerned  with  progressives  in  ELF,  it  is  useful  to  look  at  how  Ranta  (2006)  
selected  her  data  first.  Ranta  (2006:  101,  original  emphasis)  notes  that  
  
half  of  the  ELFA  corpus  –  which  will,  nevertheless,  be  referred  to  as  ‘ELFA’  
in   this   paper  –  and   the  whole  of   the  MICASE  corpus  were   searched  with  
corpus  tools  for  instances  of  the  progressive  forms  in  all  tenses  (also  in  the  
passive  voice)  both  with  full  and  contracted  BE-­auxiliaries.    
  
This   seems   to   imply   that   only   instances  where  both  auxiliary   and  –ing   participle  
were   found   were   considered   progressives   and   included   in   the   study.   The  
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examples   given   in   the   various   sections   of   the   article   support   this   assumption.  
Ranta  thus  apparently  only  included  ‘canonical  examples’  of  progressives.  
  
I  argue  that  this  is,  however,  a  simplified  and  too  narrow  approach  to  progressives  
in  spoken  ELF  data  as  here  the  question  of  what  can  be  considered  a  progressive  
is  more  complex.  In  spoken  ELF  reality,  not  all  cases  correspond  to  the  clean  and  
clear   ‘canonical’   form16   of   be   plus   –ing   participle   as   it   is   found   in   grammars   of  
native   speaker  English.   This   is   not   to   say   that   the   canonical   form   is   rare   in   the  
data;;  on   the  contrary,  many   instances  of   it  were   found.  However,   there   is  also  a  
range  of  cases  which  could  still  be  regarded  as  progressives,  yet  they  do  not  occur  
neatly  as  be  plus  –ing  participle.  
  
The  nature  of  the  data  clearly  plays  an  important  role  with  regard  to  the  forms  and  
ways  in  which  progressives  are  found.  As  already  mentioned,  the  focus  of  VOICE  
is  on  interaction  and  dialogic  or  polylogic  speech  and  therefore,  as  looking  at  the  
transcripts   shows,   there   are   frequent   overlaps   and   interruptions.   This   also   has  
consequences  for  judging  whether  a  structure  can  be  considered  a  progressive  or  
not.    
  
The  following  sections  will  show  how  progressives  can  occur  in  spoken  ELF  data  
and   illustrate  problems   in  deciding  what  should  be  considered  a  progressive  and  
what   not.   As   it   will   be   shown,   trying   to   take   a   less   restricted   approach   to  
progressives   than   Ranta   also   makes   deciding   in   some   cases   complex   and  
challenging.    
  
3.3.1.  Progressives  by  the  same  speaker    
  
Most   cases   found   in   the   data   were   progressives   like   the   following,   i.e.   with  
auxiliary  and  –ing  participle  –  and  also  the  subject  is  there.  
  
574   S8:  <whispering>but  really  (.)  they're  recording  you  </whispering>  
(Extract  8:  VOICE  EDcon4:  574)  
  
However,  progressives  produced  by  the  same  speaker  are  not  always  found  in  the  
same  utterance,  either  because  of  an  interruption  by  others  or  due  to  overlaps.  It  
                                                                                        
16  In  ELF  literature  different  terms  are  used  to  refer  to  ELF  forms  or  functions  that  are  also  found  in  
ENL   (grammars)   and   those  which   are   not.   Examples   are   (non-­)canonical,   (non-­)conventional   or  
(non-­)codified.   In   this   paper,   the   terms   ‘canonical’   and   ‘non-­canonical’   will   be   used.   ‘Canonical’  
refers  to  both  forms  and  functions  which  are  found  in  ENL  grammars  and  thus  one  could  say  they  
are  predicted  by  ENL  grammars,  while  ‘non-­canonical’  refers  to  the  opposite.    
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is,   nevertheless,   clear   that   the   speaker   wanted   to   produce,   and   actually   did  
produce,   a   progressive.   This   is   also   true   for   the   following   example,   where   the  
speaker  S2  produces  the  progressive  I  am  listening.    
  
832   S5:  <3>yes  i  am  </3>  erm  <4>  (sort  of)  </4>  (.)  
834   S4:  <4>a:nd  </4>  
834   S5:  listening  very  curiously  =  
(Extract  9:  VOICE  POcon543:  832-­834)    
  
Such  cases  correspond   to   the  canonical   form,  yet  as   the  example  shows  due   to  
the  interactive  nature  of  conversation,  the  preceding  utterances  have  to  be  taken  
into   account   to   determine   the   status   of   a  word   ending   in  –ing   –  which   is   in   this  
case  clearly  part  of  a  progressive.    
  
3.3.2.  Joint  progressives  
  
In   spoken   interaction,   “speakers   often   co-­operate   to   share,   check   or   produce   a  
meaning”   (Hughes   1996:   41).   Co-­operation   is   also   evident   in   the   production   of  
progressives.  In  the  data  a  few  instances  were  found  where  progressives  are  co-­
constructed   by   two   speakers.   In   these   cases   the   first   speaker   produces   the  
auxiliary   and   the   second   speaker   continues,   making   the   progressive   a   joint  
production  as  in  the  following  extract.    
  
230   S1:  looks  like  somebody  is  was  erm  (1)    
231   S3:  EAting  it    
(Extract  10:  VOICE  LEcon420:  230-­231)  
  
It  is  worth  noting  that  also  in  these  cases  a  canonical  progressive  is  produced.  
  
The   following  example   is   interesting  because   it   is  not  only  a   joint  production  but  
also  includes  translation.  Speakers  of  ELF  have  different  mother  tongues  and  also  
speak   various   foreign   or   second   languages,   all   of   which   can   be   used   in   ELF  
interactions.17  With  regard  to  the  progressive,  there  is  one  example  where  the  use  
of  other  languages  plays  a  role  as  the  following  extract  shows.    
  
1231   S1:  so  it's  er  (1)  so  it's  fun  to  see  how  (1)  because  i'm  not  going  to
   be:  e:r  erm  (1)  er  <LNger>  forsch-­  </LNger>  huh  <LNger>  forschen
   {researching}  </LNger>  (.)  <soft>  @  </soft>  
1232   S8:  e:r  (.)  investigating  
1233   S1:  yeah  <6>  yeah?</6>  (.)  
(Extract  11:  VOICE  LEcon562:  1231-­1233)  
                                                                                        
17  For  more  details  on  the  use  of  native  and  other  languages  in  ELF  see  Klimpfinger  (2005).  
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3.3.3.  Ellipsis    
  
Ellipsis  is  a  central  feature  of  spoken  language.  It  also  plays  a  vital  role  in  the  data  
and  with  regard  to  judging  whether  a  case  can  be  considered  a  progressive  or  not.  
Ellipsis  occurs   in  both  speech  and  writing,  however,   it   is  especially  prominent   in  
spoken  language  (Carter  &  McCarthy  1997:  14).  Generally  speaking,  ellipsis  refers  
to   instances   where   elements   are   missing   and   as   Wilson   (2000:   7)   remarks,  
“[w]hen  examined  closely,  language  is  very  gappy.”    
  
Different  definitions  of  this  term  exist,  some  of  which  are  more  and  some  of  which  
are  less  restrictive  with  regard  to  which  gaps  in  language  should  be  considered  as  
ellipsis.  In  Biber  et  al.  (1999:  156),  ellipsis  is  defined  as  “the  omission  of  elements  
which  are  precisely   recoverable   from   the   linguistic  or   situational   context.”  A   less  
restrictive   approach   to   this   phenomenon   is   adopted   by   Carter   and   McCarthy  
(1995:   145),   who   define   it   as   “the   omission   of   elements   otherwise   considered  
required  in  a  structure”.  Even  though  ellipsis  is  concerned  with  missing  elements,  
“in  reality  nothing  is  ‘missing’  from  elliptical  messages;;  they  contain  enough  for  the  
purposes   of   communication”   (Carter   &   McCarthy   2006:   181).   In   this   paper,   the  
definition  by  Carter  and  McCarthy  (1995:  145),  which  as  Wilson  (2000:  17)  notes  
“cast[s]  a  wider  net”,  will  be  used.    
  
Various  elements  can  be  omitted   from  different  positions   in  an  utterance.  Carter  
and  McCarthy   (2006:   181)   distinguish   three   types   of   ellipsis:   situational,   textual  
and   structural   ellipsis.  The   reconstruction  of   the  omitted  material   plays  a   central  
role   in   this   classification.   Structural   ellipsis   refers   to   the   omission   of   optional  
structural   elements   such  as   that   as   in   the   car   (that)   he  was  driving.   In   cases  of  
textual  ellipsis   the  missing  elements  can  be   retrieved   from   the   text   itself.   (Carter  
and  McCarthy   (2006:   181)  The   last   category   is   situational   ellipsis  which   “means  
not  explicitly   referring   to  people  and   things  which  are   in   the   immediate  situation”  
(Carter  &  McCarthy  2006:  181).  Therefore,  the  immediate  situation  plays  a  central  
role  in  the  reconstruction  of  the  missing  elements.    
  
Most  relevant  for  spoken  data  is  situational  ellipsis.  As  Carter  and  McCarthy  note  
referring   to   ENL,   “[e]llipsis   in   spoken   English   is   mainly   situational”   (1997:   14,  
original   emphasis).   This   kind   of   ellipsis   is   frequently   found   with   regard   to   initial  
elements  and  leads  to  an  omission  of  subjects,  auxiliary  verbs  or  subjects  together  
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with   auxiliary   verbs   (Carter   and  McCarthy  2006:   182-­184).  Such   instances  were  
also  found  in  my  data.    
  
With   regard   to   the   progressive   and   judging   whether   some   findings   can   be  
considered   as   such,   the   concept   of   ellipsis   plays   a   central   role.   For   describing  
potential  progressives   in   the  data,   I  decided   to  group   the  cases  according   to   the  
elements  omitted,  as   this   is  most  convenient   for   this  purpose.  Four   types  will  be  
discussed  in  the  following  sections:  ‘zero  be’,  ‘zero  subject  and  zero  be’,  ‘echoes’  
and  ‘other  omitted  elements’.  The  examples  from  the  data  will  show  that  in  some  
cases  auxiliary  or  subject  and  auxiliary  can  be  elided  and  it  still  can  be  identified  
as  a  progressive,  while  in  other  cases  it  cannot  be  determined  with  certainty  that  a  
progressive  was  intended.      
  
3.3.3.1.  Zero  be  
  
In  the  data  there  are  cases  in  which  it  seems  as  if  the  speaker  intended  to  produce  
a  progressive  but   the  auxiliary  be   is  not   there.  The  ellipsis  of  auxiliary  verbs  has  
been  noted  by  Carter  and  McCarthy  (2006:  182)  to  frequently  occur  in  questions.  
However,   in   the   data   it   was   not   only   found   in   interrogatives.   The   following  
utterance  for  instance  contains  a  case  of  zero  be.18    
  
464   S3:  <7>cos  </7>   i  calculating   your   ye-­   years  <8>   (and)   i   am  </8>  
little  (.)    
(Extract  12:  VOICE  LEcon8:  464)    
  
In  this  case  it   is  very  likely  that  a  progressive  was  intended  (i.e.  I  am  calculating)  
also  because  the  speaker  produces  a  progressive  immediately  after  this  utterance,  
yet  with  a  different  verb.    
  
466   S3:  high  school  (1)  this  why  i  was  (.)  wondering  (4)  {soft  background
      laughter}    
(Extract  13:  VOICE  LEcon8:  466)    
  
This   shows   that   the   speaker   is   not   only   capable   of   producing   canonical  
progressives  but  also  does  use  them.    
  
Also   in   the   following  case   it   is  very   likely   that   the  speaker   intended  to  produce  a  
progressive,  i.e.  is  representing.    
                                                                                        
18   It  should  be  noted   that   I  use   the   term   ‘zero  be’  even   if  other  auxiliaries  could  also  be  omitted,  
such  as  have  been.  Be  is,  however,  the  central  auxiliary  needed  for  forming  the  progressive.    
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247   S3:  ah  okay  (1)  and  he  representing  you  now  (.)  as  well?  (.)  <to  S1>    
thanks  </to  S1>    
(Extract  14:  VOICE  LEcon548:  247)    
    
Apart  from  cases  like  the  above  where  a  progressive  is  very  likely,  there  are  also  
five   cases   with   zero   be   which   are  more   difficult   to   judge.   This   is   because   they  
might   be   progressives   or   instances   of   non-­progressive   with   an   –ing   participle  
produced   instead  of   another   form.  The   following  extract   contains   an  example   of  
this.  Here  it  is  possible  that  it  is  a  case  of  zero  be  (with  either  a  form  of  be  or  been  
as  omitted  material)  or  that  another  tense  was  intended.    
  
1657   S1:   but   it's   like   funny   carrying   two:<slow>   mobile   phones   </slow>  
because  i  have  the  polish  one  (.)  and  i  have  (.)  like  i  (.)  have  ON  (.)  
my  polish  one  off  ON  (.)  
1658   S4:  yah  =  
1659   S1:  =  so  yeah  (.)   i   just   i  don't  use   it   (.)  but   i  can  receive  <3>  things
   </3>   (1)  
1660   S4:  <3>yah  </3>  
1661   S1:  and  then  this  one  (2)  
1662   S4:  well   i've  got   i've  only  got  THAT  one   i've   just  <4>  changing   the  
sim  card  </4>  
1663   S1:   <4>o:h   o:h   no   </4>   i   have   like   <5>   two  mobile   <soft>   phones
   </soft></5>  
1664   S4:  <5>and  you   i   found  out  </5>  when   i  changed   the  sim  card   that  
most  of  my  numbers  are  ON  the  sim  card  (.)  so   i   lost  mos-­  most  of  
my  numbers  but  <un>  xxx  </un>  (.)  <6><un>  xx  </un></6>  an-­  and  
write  them  <7>  down  </7>  and  <1><un>  x  </un></1>  
(Extract  15:  VOICE  LEcon560:  1657-­1664)  
  
When  only  considering  the  form,  i’ve  just  changing  the  sim  card  is  a  sort  of  mixture  
of   a   present   perfect   and   a   progressive.   Therefore,   it   may   be   that   the   speaker  
wanted  to  produce  a  present  perfect  progressive,  i.e.   i’ve  just  been  changing  and  
been   was   omitted.   It   is   also   possible   that   the   speaker   wanted   to   produce   the  
present   perfect   I’ve   just   changed   but   produced   changing   instead.   Also   I’m   just  
changing  is  a  likely  option  which  expresses  how  the  speaker  generally  deals  with  
now  having  two  sim  cards,  i.e.  an  Austrian  one  and  the  sim  card  she  uses  in  her  
home  country,  but  only  one  mobile  phone.    
  
Also  in  the  following  extract  a  similar  case  in  found.  Here  the  speakers  are  talking  
about  an  upcoming  visit  to  a  Heuriger19  organized  by  an  ERASMUS  organization.  
  
649   S2:  i  i  was  there  with  my  parents  
650   S5:  yah  (.)  yah  <fast>  you  liked  it  </fast><soft>  @@  </soft>  =  
                                                                                        
19  A  ‘Heuriger’  is  a  wine  tavern  where  the  new  wine  is  served  along  with  a  small  selection  of  food.    
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651   S1:  =  it's  on  sunday?  =  
652   S2:  =  i  loved  it  
653   S5:  <soft>yah  </soft>  
654   S1:  also  we'll  definitely  going  
655   S5:  yah  on  sunday  (.)  
656   S2:  a:h  <un>  x  </un>  this  sunday  (1)  
657   S1:  okay  i'll  <9>  go  </9>  
(Extract  16:  VOICE  LEcon560:  649-­657)  
  
Here   we’ll   definitely   going   was   produced   which   could   be   an   intended   we’ll  
definitely   go.   In   this   case   it   is   also   possible   that   we’re   definitely   going   was  
intended.   However,   also   the   future   progressive   is   a   possible   option,   i.e.   we’ll  
definitely   be   going.   In   this   and   the   last   case   it   is   likely   that   a   structure   with   a  
progressive  was  intended  as  after  all,  an  –ing  participle  was  produced.    
  
3.3.3.2.  Zero  subject  and  zero  be    
  
The  more  is  elided,  the  more  complex  it  is  to  judge  whether  a  form  is  a  progressive  
or  not.  Also  subjects  play  a  role  here,  as  their  absence  makes  deciding  even  more  
difficult.   In  a  few  cases  zero  subject  and  zero  be  are  easily  recoverable  from  the  
linguistic  cotext,  namely  in  structures  like  in  the  following  extract.    
  
1287   S3:  yah  (.)  an-­  and  i  was  (.)  running  around  basically  all  day  (.)  and
   feeling   like   i   wasn't   helping   enough   (.)   and   <2>   i   </2>   didn't   even
   have  a  break  (1)  
(Extract  17:  VOICE  LEcon560:  1287)    
  
Here  I  was  feeling  is  intended  but  I  was  could  easily  be  left  out.  These  cases  are  
very   clear   instances   of   textual   ellipsis   as   described   above   (Carter   &   McCarthy  
2006:   181)   where   omitted   elements   can   be   reconstructed   with   the   help   of   the  
linguistic  cotext.    
  
It   has   been   mentioned   that   another   type   of   ellipsis,   i.e.   situational   ellipsis,   can  
involve   the   omission   of   subject   and   auxiliary.  Situational   ellipsis   is   frequent  with  
regard  to  initial  elements,  “especially  at  the  beginning  of  a  speaker’s  turn”  (Carter  
&  McCarthy  2006:  182).  Indeed,  instances  of  this  kind  of  ellipsis  were  found  at  the  
beginning  of  turns  in  the  data.    
  
519   S3:  =  you  <@>  don’t  <2>  see  </2></@>  him  @@@  (.)  
520   S1:  <2>hm  </2>  
521   S1:  not  wearing  my  glasses  now    
(Extract  18:  VOICE  LEcon8:  519-­521)  
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Here   it   is  very   likely  that   the  underlying  structure   is   I  am  not  wearing  my  glasses  
now  which  is  clear  when  considering  the  situational  context,  namely  S3  not  being  
able  to  see  a  certain  person.  
  
Also   in   the   following  case   it   is  very   likely   that   the  speaker   intended  to  produce  a  
progressive,  i.e,  they  are  or  they  were  banging  on  the  speakers.      
  
15   S1:   the   band   playing   (.)   and   five   people   in   front   of   the   BOxes.
   dirEctly.  doing  <ono>  b???</ono>{S1  shakes  his  head  up  and  down}
   the  thing  with  long  hair  like  (1)  like  this.  non-­stop?  
16   S2:  banging  on  the:  speakers?    
(Extract  19:  VOICE  LEcon573:  15-­16)  
  
Some  cases  of  zero  subject  and  zero  be  are,  however,  not  as  clear-­cut  as  those  
described  above  like  the  one  in  the  following  extract.    
  
47   S2:  yeah  (.)  but  when  the  make  governments  (.)  do  they:  (1)  
48   S1:  no  it  =  
49   S2:  =  going  (going  together)  all  the  flemish  and  the  french    
(Extract  20:  VOICE  LEcon227:  47-­49)  
  
Here   it   is   clear   what   going   refers   to   and   it   can   be   assumed   that   the   speaker  
intended   to   produce   a   progressive   (are   they   going   together)   because   the   –ing  
participle   is   repeated.   It  seems  as   if   the  original  structure  was  abandoned  and  a  
progressive  was  chosen  but  realized  with  zero  subject  and  zero  be.    
  
There  are,  however,  cases  in  which  it  is  even  more  difficult  to  determine  whether  a  
progressive  was  intended  or  not  because  other  options  are  equally  or  even  more  
likely.    
  
267   S2:  <soft>well  (then)  yeah  of  course  but  </soft>  you  know  if  they  get
   a  lots  of  enquiries  like  THIS  .  maybe  they  think  ooph  (.)  setting  up  a
   service?  (sends)  to  all  the  <spel>  [org6]  </spel>  landline?  (.)    
(Extract  21:  VOICE  LEcon575:  267)  
  
In   this  case   it   is  possible   that  we  are  setting  or  we  will  be  setting  was   intended.  
However,  other  options  seem  to  be  more  likely.  The  prepositions  about  or  of  could  
be  inserted  before  setting,  making  it  a  noun.  In  this  case  of  seems  to  be  especially  
likely  because  of  the  sound  ooph  produced  before  setting  which  might  even  be  an  
intended  of.  
  
Finally,   in   a   few   cases   of   zero   subject   and   zero   be   judging   is   more   complex  
because  it  is  not  quite  clear  what  the  form  ending  in  –ing  really  refers  to  or  what  it  
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should  express.  This  is  not  a  major  phenomenon  in  the  data,  yet  these  cases  are  
especially   difficult   to   judge   precisely   because   the   meaning   is   not   clear.   In   the  
following  example  it  is  unclear  what  trying  out  is  meant  to  refer  to  or  express.    
  
460   S4:  <8>that  the  </8>  subject  is  is  <9>  of  h:uge  importance  </9>  
461   S2:  <9><un>xx  </un>  the  time  is  now  </9>  to  act  or  something  (1)    
   <1>  e:r  </1>  
462   S4:   <1>er   or   </1>   just   (.)   trying   out   <un>   xxx   </un>   w-­   we   have
   <un>x  </un>   (.)  competition  (.)  e:r  =  
463   S3:  =  we  can't  ignore  (.)  <soft>  @@@@  </soft>  =    
(Extract  22:  VOICE  EDcon521:  460-­463)  
  
Here  trying  out  could  refer  to  the  preceding  utterance  and  be  a  continuation  of  it,  
yet  with  a  different  structure.  Then  the  utterance  would  read  or  to  just  try  out,   i.e.  
parallel   to   to  act.  Maybe   the  speaker  also   intended   to  comment  on  what  he  was  
planning  to  say,  as  in  I’m  just  trying  out.  Moreover,  unintelligible  speech  is  involved  
here,  which  makes  the  utterance  even  less  clear.    
  
In  the  following  example  it  cannot  be  determined  what  recording  refers  to  and  what  
the  utterance  in  which  it  is  found  was  intended  to  mean  as  a  whole.  Interestingly,  
the   other   speakers   signal   that   they   understand   the   meaning.   However,   for   the  
analyst  it  is  not  clear.  
  
763   S2:  <un>xx  </un><L1mlt>  verdala  {castle  in  malta}  </L1mlt>  (unless)
   it  (.)  it   must   have   been   either   <L1mlt>   verdala   {castle   in   malta}
   </L1mlt>or  <L1mlt>  valetta   {maltese   town}  </L1mlt>  one  of   them  (7)
   {music  from   the   radio  can  be  heard}   so  when  you   take  a  photo  you
   don't  record  the  smell  do  you?  
764   S3:  <1>  @@  </1><@>  no  </@>  (.)  
765   S4:  <1>  @@  </1>  
766   S2:   <un>x   x   </un>   (2)   {music   from   the   radio   can   be   heard}   thank
   goodness  for  that  
767   S1:  record  recording  your  voice  (.)  that  there  is  a  smell    
768   S4:  @@  
769   S3:  yeah  @@@  
770   S2:  yeah  (.)  you'll  never  forget    
(Extract  23:  VOICE  LEcon329:  763-­770)  
  
It  is  possible  that  I  am  was  omitted,  though  various  other  reconstructions  are  also  
possible.   Overall   it   can   be   said   that   progressives   in   utterances   in   which   the  
intended  meaning  is  not  clear  are  among  the  most  difficult  to  judge.    
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3.3.3.3.  Echoes  
  
Echoes  are  actually  a  special  case  of  zero  subject  and  zero  be.  They  can  be  seen  
as   an   ‘echo’   of   a   clearly   identifiable   progressive   which   was   produced   in   the  
preceding   utterance   by   another   speaker.   The   following   example   illustrates   this  
phenomenon  which  is,  however,  rare  in  the  data.  
  
222   S5:  no  no  no  they  are  just  singing  {parallel  conversations  in  spanish}  
223   S7:  singing    
(Extract  24:  VOICE  LEcon351:  222-­223)    
  
3.3.3.4.  Other  omitted  elements  
  
There  is  also  a  small  number  of  cases  which  seem  to  be  instances  of  progressives  
with  subject,  be  and  –ing  participle,  but  could  also  be   instances  of  other  omitted  
material.  This  can  be  illustrated  by  the  following  two  examples.  
  
624   S2:  but  it's  YOUR  FRIEND  .  why  do  you  speak  like  THAT  .  (3)  
625   S1:  @  @  (1)  it's  just  a  (1)  trying  to  express?  (.)  {S2  produces  a  lot  of
   noise  because  she  is  rinsing  the  dishes}  
626   S2:  what.  (.)  enthusiasm?  =  
627   S1:  =  his  sort  of  (.)  enthusiastic?    
(Extract  25:  VOICE  LEcon566:  624-­627)  
  
Here  it  is  possible  that  the  speaker  actually  intended  to  produce  It’s  just  a  way  of  
trying  to  express  which  would  not  be  a  progressive.  It  could  also  be  that  the  a  was  
not  intended  and  the  utterance  should  read  It’s  just  trying  to  express.    
  
Something  similar  is  also  happening  in  the  following  conversation  about  Facebook.    
  
1627   S1:  =  no  it's  just  for  writing  <1>  and  s-­  </1>  yeah  (.)  
1628   S8:  <1>a:h  okay  </1>  
1629   S1:  it's  it's  not  really  it's  sharing  pictures  an:d  =  
(Extract  26:  VOICE  LEcon562:  1627-­1629)  
  
At  first  sight,  this  appears  to  be  a  clear  case  of  a  canonical  progressive  with  the  –
ing  participle  sharing.  However,  here  it  seems  more  likely  that  for  as  found  in  the  
preceding  utterance  was  omitted,  making  it  it’s  for  sharing  pictures.      
  
3.3.4.  Structural  ambiguity  
  
In   the  data  also  a   small   number  of   instances  of   structural   ambiguity  were   found  
where   the  word  ending   in  –ing   could  either  be   interpreted  as  a  progressive  with  
omitted  elements  or  not.  Most  of  them  are  of  the  following  kind.  
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466   S2:  <smacks  lips>well  it's  it's  it's  a  (.)  nice  c-­  city  but  (.)  i  i  was  telling
   him  that  er  (.)  i  was  (.)  walking  around  the  city  
467   S1:  mhm  (.)  
468   S2:  watching   the  MUseums  watching   the:  e:r   (1)  architecture  and
   all  that  stuff  but  (.)  i  had  a  bad  (.)  (reading)  in  er  (.)  german  (.)    
(Extract  27:  VOICE  PRcon29:  466-­468)  
  
Here   it   may   be   that   the   two   forms   of   watching   are   progressives   with   omitted  
elements   (I  was  or   and)   or   this   structure   could   also   have   an   adverbial   function.  
Essentially,  both  interpretations  are  possible.    
  
3.3.5.  Unintelligible  speech  
  
In   some   cases   unintelligible   speech   preceding   or   following   the   –ing   participle  
makes   it  difficult   to  determine  whether  a  result   is  a  progressive  or  not.   In  VOICE  
“[u]nintelligible   speech   is   represented  by  x’s  approximating   syllable   number   and  
placed  between  <un>  </un>  tags“  (VOICE  Project  2007a:  8,  original  emphasis).  
  
In  a   few  cases  where  unintelligible  speech   is   involved   it  seems  very   likely   that  a  
progressive  was  intended,  such  as  in  the  following  example.    
  
2072   S1:   a:nd   (.)   when   i   was   like   down   <fast>   i   was   like   </fast>   (.)
   <soft><un>  xx  </un></soft>  i  <5>  was  </5>  like  (.)  
2073   S5:  <5>it’s  </5>  
2074   S1:  <un>x  </un>  saying   to  my  dad  (.)   just   (.)  buy  me  a   fuck<6>ing
   beer  because  <7>  i’m  </7>  gonna  </6>  di:e  =    
(Extract  28:  VOICE  LEcon560:  2072-­2074)  
  
In  this  case  a  single  word  with  one  syllable  is  missing  before  saying,  which  could  
of  course  be  any  word,  but  was  or  like,  i.e.  repetitions  of  words  from  the  preceding  
utterance,  are  very  likely  as  saying  seems  to  follow  on  from  i  was  like.    
  
In   other   cases,   however,   it   is   more   difficult   to   judge   what   is   missing.   In   the  
following   extract,   the   status   of   telling   cannot   be   determined   due   to   unintelligible  
speech.   In   this   extract   various   stretches   of   unintelligible   speech   make   unclear  
what  the  speakers  are  actually  talking  about.  Moreover,  also  telling  is  preceded  by  
unintelligible   speech.   It   could   of   course   be   part   of   a   progressive,   yet   also   other  
options  are  possible.    
             
(gap  00:00:38)  {un;;  multiple  parallel  conversations}  
1948   S2:  <3>that's  a  (.)  <un>  x  </un></3>  
1949   S5:  <3>that's  a  <fast>  that's  an  erm  </fast></3>  (.)  that's  a  bit  of  an
   extreme  i  guess  but  
1950   S2:  no  =  
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1951   S5:  =  i  <4>  must  <un>  x  </un></4>  
1952   S2:   <4><un>x   </un></4>   telling   (.)   that's   a   <un>   xxxx   </un>   a
   French  <un>  xxxx  </un>  i  mean  he's  not  (.)  <1><un>  xxx  </un></1>  
1953   S5:   <1>yeah   <fast>   what   i   must   </fast></1>   say   (1)   e:r   it's   (.)   it's
   normal?  (.)  everybody  (.)  who  gets  <un>  xxx  </un>  when  you  get  (.)
   when  you  become   twelve  you're  going   to  high  school?   (1)  and  you
   get  (1)  e:r  you  get  English  when  you  are  (.)   w-­   when   you're   from
   when   you're   ten   till   you're   eighteen   (10)   ya:h   (5)   <slow>   no   e:rm
   </slow>  (2)   for  a  quite  a  long  time  is  english  is  very  standard  (.)  but
   (.)  a-­  and  English   is  not  even  <fast>  actually  <un>  x</un></fast>  (.)
   that's  <un>  xx</un>  (it's)  <un>xxx  </un>  (.)  french  and  german  <un>
     x  </un>  (.)  e:r  it  used  to  be  french  and  german  and  English  came
   along  (.)  
(Extract  29:  VOICE  LEcon560:  1948-­1953)  
  
3.3.6.  A  data-­appropriate  approach  to  progressives    
  
As  the  last  sections  with  their  examples  have  shown,  in  spoken  ELF  progressives  
do  not  always  occur  in  the  canonical  form  and  including  the  cotext  and  context  in  
the  analysis  is  necessary.  Ellipsis  is  often  found  in  the  data  and  structures  can  be  
identified  as  progressives  even   if   one  or  more  elements  are  omitted.  There  are,  
however,   also   cases  which   are  more   difficult   to   judge.   This   is   especially   true   of  
instances  in  which  both  subject  and  auxiliary  are  potentially  omitted.  Moreover,  the  
sometimes   fragmented   nature   of   spoken   language  makes   judging   the   status   of  
such  forms  even  more  complex.    
  
For  selecting  the  progressives  that  are  included  in  the  analyses  in  this  paper,  the  
following  approach  will  be  adopted:  not  only  canonical,  ‘complete’  progressives  will  
be  considered.  Also  cases  where  due  to  cotext  and  context  it  is  most  likely  that  a  
progressive  was   intended  to  be  produced  will  be   included   in  the  analysis  despite  
their  ‘incompleteness’.  I  consider  this  more  appropriate  for  spoken  ELF  data  than  
the   approach   adopted   by   Ranta   (2006)   who   does   not   take   into   account   that  
progressives  are  sometimes  not  found  in  the  canonical  form  because  of  the  nature  
of  spoken  language.    
  
Applying   this   approach   then   means   that   apart   from   canonical   progressives   i.e.  
those  produced  by  the  same  speaker  as  well  as  jointly  with  another  speaker,  also  
instances  of  zero  be  or  zero  subject  and  zero  be  are  included  if  due  to  cotext  and  
context   it   is   very   likely   that   a   progressive   was   intended.   Also   included   in   the  
analyses  are  instances  of  repetition  as  they  clearly  are  instances  of  progressives.  
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In   the   data   there   were   several   repetitions   of   either   only   the   –ing   participle,   a  
canonical  progressive  or  of  longer  stretches  including  a  canonical  progressive  like  
in  the  following  extract.    
  
152   S1:  yah  yah  <1>  you  are  what  what  what  </1>  you're  learning  what
   you're  learning  it's  the  same.  (.)  well  you  are  learning  english  
(Extract  30:  VOICE  LEcon352:  152)  
  
Moreover,   it   should  be  mentioned   that   instances  of  uncertain   transcription  which  
are  marked  with   round   brackets   ()   in  VOICE  were   treated   just   as   the   other   text  
(VOICE  2007a:  4).  Thus,  such  instances  are  included  in  the  analysis  if  they  apply  
to   the  aforementioned  criteria.   In   the  following  extract,   in  which  the  speakers  are  
talking  about  immigration  in  their  home  countries,  a  case  of  uncertain  transcription  
is  found.    
  
1132   S3:   so  <7>  now  </7>  we're  we're   (putting)   out   people   that  <slow>  
aren't   they're  are  erm  </slow>  trying  to:  get  (.)      
(Extract  31:  VOICE  LEcon521:  1132)  
  
Finally,   there   is  one   instance  which   I  consider  an  error   in   the   transcription.  Here  
your  was  transcribed  instead  of  you’re.  This  case  will  be  included  too.  
  
565   S2:  yeah  but  even  the  luxury  apARTments.  your  not  like  doing  great
   things  with  those  right?  (.)  you  don't  have  a  big  budget  for  THOSE  .  
(Extract  32:  VOICE  LEcon566:  565)  
  
While  these  results  yielded  by  using  the  above  query  are  included,  others  are  not.  
Cases  of  words  ending  in  –ing  where  other  options  seem  more  likely  are  not  taken  
into  account.  Also  instances  of  structural  ambiguity  are  excluded.  Moreover,  cases  
in  which  unintelligible  speech  is  involved  are  excluded  even  if  a  progressive  is  very  
likely,  because  in  instances  of  unintelligible  speech  too  much  guessing  is  involved  
as  not  all  elements  are   there.  For   reasons  of  consistency,  also   the   two  cases   in  
which  the  unintelligible  speech  is  part  of  the  –ing  participle  are  excluded.    
  
I   am   aware   that   this   selection   is   in   some   cases   subjective,   yet   it   allows   me   to  
include  also  non-­canonical  forms  and  I  consider  this  very  important  with  regard  to  
the   data   –   spoken   ELF   –   that   I   use.  Whenever   I   give   numbers   concerning   the  
progressives   from   the  part  of  VOICE  used   in   this  paper,   I   refer   to   the  examples  
which  I  consider  ‘included’  according  to  the  above  criteria.  
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3.4.  Selecting  data  from  ICE-­GB    
  
The  corpus  ICE-­GB  is  used  for  comparing  some  of  the  results  of  VOICE  to  native  
speaker  English.  Unlike  VOICE,   ICE-­GB   is   fully   POS-­tagged   and   parsed,  which  
has  big  advantages  for  the  data  retrieval  process.  Progressives  were  searched  in  
ICE-­GB   by   looking   for   progressive   verb   phrases.   This   was   done   with   the  










This   fuzzy   tree   fragment   was   then   modified   accordingly   when   searching   for  
occurrences   of   progressives   in   specific   tenses,   with   modals,   as   passives   or  
similar.20  
  
An  alternative  would  be  searching  via  the  auxiliary  verb,  but  searching  via  the  verb  
phrase   is   more   similar   to   the   approach   applied   for   the   data   of   VOICE.   This   is  
because  progressive  verb  phrases  in  ICE-­GB  can  –  though  they  seldom  are  –  be  
‘incomplete’.   They   are   then   also  marked  with   the   feature   ‘incomplete’.   Thus   the  
data  yielded   includes  a   few   instances  of  zero  be  as  also   identified   in   the  data  of  
VOICE.   These   instances  would   not   be   found  when   performing   a   search   via   the  
auxiliary.  The  following  extract  contains  such  an  instance  of  zero  be.  
  
   328:1   D:  He  living  with  you.  
   (Extract  33:  ICE-­GB  S1A-­019  <#328:1:D>)  
  
The   majority   of   the   ‘incomplete’   verb   phrases   is   however   of   another   kind.  
‘Incomplete’  progressive  verb  phrases  are  also  considered  such  if  there  is  no  –ing  
participle.   This   is   comparable   with   including   –ing   participles   with   zero   be   in   the  
                                                                                        
20  This  means  that  some  features  were  added,  but  others  had  to  be  excluded  in  order  to  find  only  
the  progressives   in  question.  For   instance,   to  only   find  present  progressives,   the  feature   ‘pres’   is  
added,  but  the  following  features  must  be  excluded:  ‘modal’,  ‘semi’,  ‘perf’.  For  more  details  on  how  
ICE-­GB  can  be  searched  see  Nelson,  Wallis  &  Aarts  (2002).    
  Figure  1:  Fuzzy  Tree  Fragment  used  in  ICE-­GB  
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analysis   in  VOICE,   yet   the   other  way   round.  An   example   of   this   is   found   in   the  
following  extract  where  the  first  occurrence  of  I  was  is  marked  as  ‘incomplete’.    
  
8:1   B:  In  the  second  year  
9:1   B:  I  was  
10:1   B:  I  was  doing  a  unit.  
11:1   B:  Officially  I  was  doing  a  unit  of  English    
(Extract  34:  ICE-­GB  S1A-­006  <#8-­11:1:B>)  
  
In  the  relevant  speech  events  searched,  51  instances  of  ‘incomplete’  progressive  
verb  phrases  were  found.  The  majority  of  them  are,  however,  further  tagged  such  
as  the  above  example  which  is  classified  as  a  past  progressive.  
  
As  Breiteneder   et   al.   (2006:   172)   remark,   the   texts   in   the   spoken   component   of  
ICE-­GB   show   signs   of   normalization,   i.e.   the   spoken   data   seems   to   have   been  
partly  normalized  in  order  to  match  the  norms  of  written   language.  Therefore,   for  
the  searches  carried  out  in  the  speech  events  of  direct  conversation  also  so-­called  
‘ignored’   material   was   included.   ICE-­GB   distinguishes   between   ‘principal,  
unignored   material’   and   ‘ignored   material’.   Ignored   material   is   defined   as  
“nonfluencies  –   repetitions,   reformulations,  and  partial  words”   (ICECUP  3.1  Help  
2006:   Syntactic   Parsing).   Such   cases   presented   a   problem   for   the   automatic  
syntactic  parsing  process.    
  
[N]onfluencies   presented   special   difficulties   for   the   automatic   parser,   and  
had   to   be  manually   'normalised'   during   the   structural  markup   stage.   This  
meant   that   the   parser   effectively   ignored   the   nonfluencies.   (ICECUP   3.1  
Help  2006:  Syntactic  Parsing)  
  
The  ignored  material  was  re-­attached  after  the  syntactic  parsing  process  (ICECUP  
3.1  Help  2006:  Syntactic  Parsing).  It  is  represented  in  red  letters  in  the  corpus.  In  
addition,   these  elements  are  often  crossed  out,  which  signifies  self-­removed   text  
(ICECUP  3.1  Help  2006:   Illustrating  subtexts,  speakers  and  markup).   In   the   tree  
diagram   ignored   material   has   grey   nodes   (ICECUP   3.1   Help   2006:   Syntactic  
Parsing).  An  example  of  an  ‘ignored  progressive’  is  found  in  the  following  extract.  
Here  I’m  still  finding   is  ignored  because  this  repetition  is  identified  as  an  instance  
of  self-­removed  text,  i.e.  self-­correction.    
  
61:1   B:  I’m  still  finding  ?  I’m  finding  that  there’s  something  wrong  with  
   the  <,>  Oo  oo  oo  
(Extract  35:  ICE-­GB  S1A-­044  <#61:1:B>)  
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The   reason   why   the   ignored   material   is   included   is   that,   as   looking   at   the  
transcripts   in   the   corpus   clearly   shows,   the   texts   of   the  ELF   corpus  VOICE   are  
represented   including   natural   features   of   speech,   such   as   repetitions,  
reformulations   and   incomplete   structures.   Also   when   searching   for   progressives  
such   structures   were   not   disregarded.   Therefore,   the   so-­called   ignored  material  
was  not  ignored  when  searching  ICE-­GB  and  the  default  setting,  i.e.  not  including  
such  cases,  was  changed.21  This  makes  the  searches  in  ICE-­GB  somewhat  more  
similar  to  the  approach  adopted  when  identifying  progressives  in  VOICE.  A  search  
including  the  ignored  text  using  the  query  with  the  fuzzy  tree  fragment  mentioned  
above   yielded   48   instances   more   than   when   only   searching   in   the   principal  
material.    
  
The  advantage  of  a  POS-­tagged  and  parsed  corpus  such  as   ICE-­GB   is   that   the  
work   of   identifying   progressives   and   analyzing   them   in   quantitative   terms   has  
basically  already  been  done  for  you.  However,  this  does  not  mean  that  ICE-­GB  is  
free  of  errors.  In  contrast  to  the  material  of  VOICE  which  was  analyzed  manually,  I  
did  not  go   through  all   the   results  yielded   from   ICE-­GB   individually   to  check   their  
validity22,  precisely  because  ICE-­GB  is  fully  analysed.  This  basically  means  that  I  
have   not   done   any   kind   of   data   selection,   leaving   this   to   the   corpus   tools.  
However,  when  browsing  though  the  results  some  POS-­tagging  errors  were  found.  
For   instance,   in   the   following   extract   open   up   is   classified   as   a   present  
progressive,  which  it  is  clearly  not.    
  
185:2    A:  How  late’s  Wombles  open  up?  
(Extract  36:  ICE-­GB  S1A-­011<#185:2:A>)  
  
Moreover,   it   is  also  possible   that  some  progressive  verb  phrases  have  not  been  
tagged  as  such.  This  means  that  due  to  POS-­tagging  errors,  the  numbers  yielded  
from  the  corpus  have  to  be  used  with  care.  Nevertheless,  I  will  take  the  numbers  
and  examples  as  provided  by  ICE-­GB  for  the  comparisons,  bearing  in  mind  what  I  
have  pointed  out  about  their  validity.    
                                                                                        
21    See  in  the  menu  of  ICECUP  3.1.Query:  Search  Options:  Everything,  including  ignored  material.    
22  I  did  go  through  154  instances  manually.  Why  this  was  done  is  explained  in  section  4.1.2.    
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4.  FOCUS  ON  FORMS  
  
The  following  sections  are  concerned  with  the  findings  of  the  different  quantitative  
analyses.  First,  however,  the  methods  employed  for  analysing  the  material  of  both  
corpora  will  be  outlined  to  show  how  data-­related  problems  were  dealt  with.  Then  
the   results  of   the  analyses  are  presented.  The   following  aspects  are  addressed:  
general   frequency,  progressive   forms,  verbs  used  and  contraction.  These  criteria  
were  chosen  as  they  are  those  Ranta  (2006)  used  in  her  study  and  they  also  help  
to  give  an  impression  of  how  the  progressive  is  used  with  regard  to  forms  in  ELF.    
  
The   results   obtained   form   VOICE   and   ICE-­GB   are   compared   to   each   other,  
bearing   in  mind   that  comparisons  are  only  possible   to  a  certain  degree  because  
the  criteria  of  selection  of  progressives  are  not  quite  the  same.  Moreover,  ICE-­GB  
contains   POS-­tagging   errors.   It   should   be   stressed   again   that   the   aim   of   the  
comparison  with  ENL  is  not  to  point  out  ‘deficits’  of  ELF.  Like  Ranta  (2009:  88)  “I  
do  not  see  a  problem  in  using  NS  baseline  data  […]  as  long  as  the  purpose  is  non-­
evaluative.”  This  is  also  the  approach  taken  for  the  comparison  with  ICE-­GB.      
  
The  results  from  VOICE  and  ICE-­GB  are  also  compared  to  Ranta’s  (2006)  results  
from   ELFA   and   MICASE.   However,   whereas   my   analysis   is   concerned   with   a  
speech   event   type,   i.e.   conversation,   Ranta   deals  with   the   domain   of   academic  
English.  As  already  mentioned  elsewhere,  it  is  not  clear  which  speech  event  types  
are   part   of   Ranta’s   subcorpus.   In   any   case,   a   speech   event   type   cannot   be  
compared   to   a   domain,   but   both   sets   of   data   are   concerned   with   ELF   that   is  
spoken  and  mainly   interactive.  Therefore,  a  comparison  between   the   two  sets  of  
data  is  possible,  yet  on  a  general  level  only.    
  
4.1.  Methodological  remarks    
  
4.1.1.  Methodological  remarks  VOICE  
  
After   having   established   the   progressives   in   VOICE   which   fit   the   criteria   (see  
section   3.3.6),   each   instance   was   manually   categorized   according   to   the  
categories  outlined  above.  However,  establishing  progressive   form  (tense,  voice,  
modal,  perfect)  and  contraction  of  the  auxiliary  was  a  problem  in  some  cases.  Due  
to  the  approach  chosen,  there  are  a  number  of  structures  in  the  data  that  contain  
zero  be  or  zero  subject  and  zero  be.  In  these  cases  it  is  not  possible  to  establish  in  
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which   tense   the   progressive   is   used   and   if   the   auxiliary   is   contracted   or   not   as  
there   is  no  auxiliary.  Despite   this,   it   is   in  some  cases   relatively  clear  which   form  
was  meant.    
  
It  is,  however,  difficult  to  draw  the  line  between  cases  where  the  form  of  be  can  be  
inferred   with   a   high   degree   of   certainty   and   those   where   this   is   not   possible.   I  
argue  that  the  form  of  be  can  safely  be  inferred  if  there  is  a  preceding  progressive  
uttered  by  the  same  speaker  which  the  progressive  with  zero  be  refers  to.  I  identify  
three   different   cases   in   which   this   is   possible.   Progressives   that   fall   into   these  
categories   were   thus   classified   according   to   the   form   of   the   preceding  be,   both  
with  regard  to  form  and  contraction.      
  
1.  Connection  via  and,  but,  or    
An  example  of  this  is  found  in  the  following  extract.  Here  it   is  clear  that  feeling   is  
connected  to  the  previous  was  running  and  the  form  of  be  could  easily  be  left  out  
by   the   speaker   without   causing   problems   of   understanding.   It   was   therefore  
classified  as  a  past  progressive.    
  
1287   S3:  yah  (.)  an-­  and  i  was  (.)  running  around  basically  all  day  (.)  and
   feeling  like  i  wasn't  helping  enough  (.)  and  <2>  i  </2>  didn't  even
   have  a  break  (1)  
(Extract  37:  VOICE  LEcon560:  1287)    
  
2.  Connection  via  ‘implied  comma’  
In   some   cases   there   is   an   ‘implied   comma’   between   the   progressives.   In   the  
following  example  different  measures  are  enumerated.  Controlling  and  closing  are  
part  of   this  enumeration,  which  starts  with   is  closing  and  were   thus  classified  as  
present  progressives  with  full  auxiliary.  
  
1304   S2  =  then  i  get  a  bit  scared  because  at  least  what  we  have  (.)  in:  in
   our  countries  is  (.)  is  that  he  is  (.)  closing  the  country  (.)  controlling
   the  press  (.)  closing  e:r  the  activities  of  er  (.)  amnesty  international
   and  human  rights  watch  and  e:r  (.)  
(Extract  38:  VOICE  LEcon521:  1304)    
  
3.  Repetitions    
In  a  few  cases  of  repetition  only  the  –ing  participle  is  repeated  without  the  form  of  
be.  In  the  following  example  walking  was  classified  as  a  past  progressive.  
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356   S1:  <5>and  they  </5>  were  walking  walking  and  sometimes  
<6><imitating><loud>  A:H  </loud></imitating></6>  
(Extract  39:  VOICE  LEcon420:  356)  
  
Having   applied   these   criteria,   47   cases   remain   which   could   not   be   classified.  
These  have  been  excluded  from  all  analyses  concerned  with  form  and  contraction,  
as  due  to  the  zero  be  they  cannot  be  categorized.  
  
Moreover,   in   the   data   there   are   six   cases   where   two   forms   of   be   immediately  
follow   each   other.   This   concerns   counts   of   progressive   forms   (I   was   I   am)   and  
contraction  (they’re  are).  As  this  kind  of  self-­correction  is  so  infrequent  in  the  data,  
it  will  not  be  treated  separately,  but  the  example  is  assigned  to  the  category  of  the  
form  uttered  last.    
  
4.1.2.  Methodological  remarks  ICE-­GB  
  
Also   the   progressives   identified   in   ICE-­GB   were   categorized   according   to   the  
aforementioned   criteria.   The   categorization   was   not   done  manually   but   with   the  
help   of   the   fuzzy   tree   fragment,   which   was   modified   by   adding   and   excluding  
features.    
  
When  trying  to  establish  the  occurrences  of  the  progressive  with  regard  to  forms,  
e.g.  tense,  modal,  passive  with  the  help  of  a  fuzzy  tree  fragment,  it  became  clear  
that  three  progressives  are  marked  with  two  features  which  made  them  surface  in  
two  categories;;  these  instances  were  assigned  to  only  one  category.  Moreover,  it  
was  discovered   that  154  cases  are   insufficiently  classified:  71  progressives  were  
classified   with   the   features   ‘ing-­participle’   and   ‘progressive’   and   82   instances  
merely  as  ‘progressive’.  The  first  group  includes  some  of  the  verb  phrases  labelled  
as   ‘incomplete’.  However,  most   results   in   both   categories  were   instances  where  
the   auxiliary   functions   as   an   interrogative   operator   and   is   separated   in   the   tree  
diagram   from   the   rest   of   the   verb   phrase,   which   then   only   consist   of   the   –ing  
participle.   Despite   this,   these   progressive   verb   phrases   are   not   marked   as  
‘incomplete’   in   the   corpus,   though   they   technically   are   –  which   again   shows   the  
flaws   of   POS-­tagged   and   parsed   corpora.   An   example   of   this   is   found   in   the  
following  extract.  
  
76:1   A:  Where  are  you  working  now  
(Extract  40:  ICE-­GB  S1A-­079  <#76:1:A>)  
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In  this  case  working   is   insufficiently  classified  and  the  auxiliary   is  separated  from  
the  verb  phrase,  yet  working  is  not  marked  as  ‘incomplete’.    
  
These   instances   clearly   are   progressives   and   also   part   of   the   total   number   of  
results  that  the  query  for  progressive  verb  phrases  in  ICE-­GB  yielded.  Therefore,  
these   154   cases   were   classified   manually.   If   other   features   apart   from   ‘ing-­
participle’   and/or   ‘progressive’   were   present,   the   mark-­up   by   ICE-­GB   was  
generally  followed  even  if  according  to  my  criteria  it  would  be  an  unclear  case  and  
thus  not  included  in  my  data.  However,  also  some  indeterminate  cases  as  well  as  
some   errors   of   POS-­tagging   were   identified.   Like   the   47   indefinable   cases   in  
VOICE,   these   11   cases   were   excluded   from   analyses   of   form   and   contraction.  
Later   the   results   of   the   manually   analysed   part   were   added   to   the   numbers  
retrieved  from  the  corpus  for  each  of  the  forms  when  using  a  fuzzy  tree  fragment.  
Therefore,   the   numbers   of   the   individual   categories   differ   slightly   from   those  
obtained  when   only   searching   for   instance   for   past   progressive   verb   phrases   in  
ICE-­GB  via  a  fuzzy  tree  fragment.    
  
Concerning  the  verbs  used,  in  ICE-­GB  there  is  a  range  of  cases  which  are  marked  
as   ‘incomplete’  because  they  do  not  contain  an  –ing  participle.  Additionally   there  
are  cases  which  are  not  marked  as  such,  yet  they  still  have  no  –ing  participle.  In  
some  cases  the  –ing  participle  can,  like  the  form  of  be  in  VOICE,  be  inferred:  If  an  
–ing   participle  uttered  by   the  same  speaker   immediately   follows   the   ‘incomplete’  
structure,  then  this  participle  is  taken  into  account  and  counted.  An  example  of  this  
is  found  in  the  following  extract,  where  the  first  who’  s  is  ‘incomplete’.    
  
182:1:  B:  But  someone  who’  s  ?  who’s  computing  <,>  they  forget  <,>  how
   <,>  difficult  it  is  for  you  to  understand  anything  
(Extract  41:  ICE-­GB  S1A-­005  <#182:1:B>)    
  
However,   if   there   is  no  –ing  participle   that   immediately   follows  the  auxiliary  as   in  
the  above  extract,  then  the  example  is  excluded  from  the  analysis  of  verbs  used.  
This  means  that  a  total  of  1556  –ing  participles  from  ICE-­GB  were  considered.    
  
The   search   for   contracted   forms   was   also   performed   by  means   of   a   fuzzy   tree  
fragment.   The   feature   ‘enclitic’   is   however   only   found   in   the   node   of   the   verb  
phrase  in  some  cases;;  more  reliable  is  a  search  for  enclitic  auxiliaries.  For  this  the  
following   fuzzy   tree   fragment  was  used.  The   search  was   carried   out   for   present  
progressives  only  (see  section  4.5.  for  further  explanations).  
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Comparing   the   number   of   results   for   the   feature   ‘enclitic’   with   the   number   of  
auxiliaries  that  do  not  have  this  feature  revealed  that  23  forms  were  missing.  This  
was  because  the  auxiliary  is  in  these  cases  not  part  of  the  verb  phrase,  such  as  in  
questions  with   subject-­auxiliary   inversion.23  Here   contraction   is   searched   via   the  
verb  phrase  as   the   feature   is   found   there.  The  examples   relevant   for  contraction  
among   the   154   cases   that   are   insufficiently   classified   in   ICE-­GB  were   searched  
and  classified  manually.    
  
The   next   step   with   regard   to   contraction,   namely   finding   instances   of   missing  
hosts,  was  more  difficult  in  ICE-­GB.  To  avoid  having  to  scan  all  examples,  only  the  
154   insufficiently  classified  examples  were   taken   into  account.  Cases  of  missing  
host,   i.e.  auxiliary-­subject   inversion   in  yes-­no  questions,  occur  almost  exclusively  
in  these  extracts.  An  example  of  missing  host  is  found  in  the  following  extract.    
  
   285:1   A:  Is  she  still  having  hallucinations  
   (Extract  42:  ICE-­GB  S1A-­080  <#285:1:A>)  
  
I  will  come  back  to  the  issue  of  missing  host  in  more  detail  later.    
  
4.2.  General  frequency  
  
4.2.1.  General  frequency  in  VOICE  and  ICE-­GB  
  
Applying   the  criteria  mentioned   in  section  3.3.6.  yielded  1037  progressives   in  all  
conversations  of  VOICE  (which  consist  of  158,047  words  in  total).  This  means  that  
the  original  retrieval  of  2899  instances  was  reduced  by  two  thirds.  Normalizing  this  
                                                                                        
23  One  case  was  not  found  because  the  first  child  was  an  adverb  phrase.    
            Figure  2:  Fuzzy  Tree  Fragment  for  searching  for  contraction  in  ICE-­GB  
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result   by   10,000   shows   that   progressives   are   used   approximately   66   times   per  
10,000  words  in  VOICE.24  
  
In   ICE-­GB   159425   progressives   were   found   in   a   total   of   185,208   words.  
Normalizing   this   reveals   that  about  86  progressives  are  used  per  10,000  words.  
This  means  that  in  VOICE  progressives  are  used  about  25%  less  frequently  than  
in   a   comparable   sample   of   native   speaker   English.   This   suggests   that  
progressives  might  be  used  less  than  in  native  speaker  English,  yet  they  are  still  
‘attractive’26  for  ELF  speakers.      
  
4.2.2.  Comparison  with  Ranta’s  findings  
  
Ranta’s  analysis  shows  that  progressives  are  used  41  times  per  10,000  words  in  
ELFA  and  76   times  per  10,000  words   in  MICASE  (Ranta  2006:  102).   In  Ranta’s  
native  speaker  data,  progressives  are   thus  used  almost   twice  as  often  as   in  her  
ELF  data.    
  
As   already   mentioned,   Ranta   (2006:   101-­102)   disregards   all   instances   of   –ing  
participles  without  a  form  of  be  and  also  excludes  repetitions  from  the  analysis.  As  
a   consequence   the   number   of   progressives   she   found   in   ELFA   and  MICASE   is  
lower   than  when  applying  my  criteria.  Despite   this,   there  clearly   is  a  discrepancy  
between   41   occurrences   per   10,000   words   in   Ranta’s   ELF   data   and   66  
occurrences  per  10,000  in  my  data,  which  is  probably  due  to  the  difference  in  data  
used.  Only  part  of  the  difference  between  the  two  results  can  be  attributed  to  the  
methodology  applied.    
  
Moreover,  the  difference  between  ELF  and  native  speaker  data  is  more  marked  in  
Ranta’s  data  than  in  mine.  Ranta  (2006:  102-­103)  attributes  the  difference  in  her  
data   partly   to   two   data-­related   factors,   i.e.   the   nature   of   the   speech   events  
included  and  the  fact  that  native  speakers  comment  more  on  what  they  are  saying.  
Also  in  ICE-­GB  speakers  use  “immediate  metatextual  phrases”  (Ranta  2006:  102)  
more   often,   yet   this   can   only   explain   some   of   the   difference.   All   this   seems   to  
                                                                                        
24  Although  only   the  speech  event   type   ‘conversation’  of  VOICE  and   the   ‘direct  conversations’  of  
ICE-­GB  are   part   of   the   analysis,   the   subcorpora  will   nevertheless   be   referred   to   as  VOICE   and  
ICE-­GB  respectively.  
25  This   is   the  number  yielded   from   ICE-­GB  when  using   the   fuzzy   tree   fragment;;  however,   in   the  
manually  analyzed  part  some  cases  were  excluded  (see  sections  4.1.2.  and  4.3.1.).  
26  ‘Attractive’  comes  from  Ranta’s  (2006)  article  entitled  The  ‘attractive’  progressive  –  why  use  
the  -­ing  form  in  English  as  a  Lingua  Franca?  
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indicate  that  progressives  are  generally  used  more  frequently  in  ENL,  yet  they  are  
clearly  also  found  in  ELF  data.    
  
4.3.  Progressive  forms  
  
The  progressive  can  be  combined  with  tense,  modality  and  voice  and  is  thus  found  
in   different   forms   in   my   data,   from   present   perfect   progressive   to   modal  
progressive  or  past  progressive  passive.   In   the   following  analysis   I   focus  on   the  
different  forms  which  occur;;  my  categorization  is  thus  similar  to  the  ones  found  in  
Smith   (2002:   319)   and   Collins   (2008:   231-­232).27   It   should   be   noted   that   my  
category   ‘modals’   includes   the   so-­called   central  modals   as  well   as   semi-­modals  
and  other  fixed  expressions  which  function  like  modals,  such  as  for  instance  want  
to  (Biber  et  al.  1999:  483-­484).  The  choice  to  group  them  in  the  same  category  is  
motivated   by   the   fact   that   they   have   the   same   function   and   result   in   the   same  
form,  i.e.  followed  by  be  plus  an  –ing  participle.    
  
A  special  case  of  modals  are  will,  shall  and  be  going  to.  “Although  […]  there  is  no  
future  tense   in  English”  (Quirk  et  al.  1985:  213)   these  (semi-­)modals  are  used  to  
express  future.  The  progressive  is  typically  combined  with  the  modals  will  or  shall  
(see   for   instance   Quirk   et   al.   1985:   216-­217,   Leech   2005:   66-­69)   as   in   the  
following  example.    
  
804   S1:  =  and  then  i  didn't  expect  to  GET  a  room  in  a  same  house  so  I  
      don't  know  if  i  will  be  living  in  there  (1)  for  the  whole  period  
(Extract  43:  VOICE  LEcon562:  804)  
  
However,  also  the  semi-­modal  be  going  to  was  used  in  the  data.    
  
1235   S1:  er  i'm  not  going  to  be  (1)  er  (.)  working  at  the  <7>  university  
      </7>  (.)     
(Extract  44:  VOICE  LEcon562:  1235)  
  
As   these   modals   only   express   future   reference,   these   instances   have   been  
classified   as   such,   i.e.   apart   from   modals,   although   they   actually   are   modals.  
Moreover,   as   Ranta   also   uses   the   category   ‘future’   this   makes   a   comparison  
easier.        
  
                                                                                        
27  They  distinguish  present,  past,  present  perfect,  past  perfect,  modal,  modal  perfect,   to-­infinitive,  
and  perfect  to-­infinitive,  both  as  active  and  as  passive.    
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    Table  2:  Forms  in  VOICE  and  ICE  
  
  
4.3.1.  Progressive  forms  in  VOICE  and  ICE-­GB  
  
Table  2  shows  in  which  forms  progressives  are  used  in  VOICE  and  ICE-­GB.  The  
total   number   of   occurrences   and   the   percentage   this   corresponds   to   are   given.  
Indefinable   forms  and  errors  have,  as  already  mentioned,  been  excluded.  These  
numbers   of   course  only   refer   to   the   form  and  not   necessarily   to   time   reference.  
This   is  especially   relevant   for  present  progressives  as   they  can  also  be  used   to  













What   the   table   shows   is   that   there   clearly   are   differences   with   regard   to   the  
distribution   of   progressive   forms.   Present   progressives   are   in   both   sets   of   data  
undoubtedly   the   most   frequent   category,   followed   by   the   past   progressive.  
Together,  they  make  up  more  than  90%  in  both  corpora,  thus  all  other  forms  are  
relatively   infrequent.   This   result   is,   however,   not   surprising   as   also   other   corpus  
studies   concerned   with   different   Englishes   have   shown   that   present   and   past  
progressive   active   are   clearly   the  most   frequent   forms   (see   for   instance   Collins  
2008:  232,  Smith  2002:  319).    
  
However,   there   is   some   difference   with   regard   to   the   frequency   of   these   two  
tenses.  While  present  progressives  amount   to  74.95%  in  VOICE,   the  percentage  
of   ICE-­GB  (65.28%)  is  clearly   lower.  With  regard  to  the  past  progressive  there   is  
also  a  difference,  yet  here  the  percentage  of  ICE-­GB  is  higher.  The  higher  share  of  
progressives  in  the  present  tense  in  VOICE  can  at  least  partly  be  explained  by  the  
fact   that   present   progressives   are   in   VOICE   often   used   to   express   future  
reference.    
  
In  VOICE  present  and  past  progressive  are  followed   in   frequency  by  the  present  
perfect   progressive   (2.63%).   Futures,   passives   and   modals   –   excluding   those  
   VOICE   ICE-­GB  
Form   No.   %   No.   %  
Present     742   74.95%   1035   65.38%  
Past     190   19.19%   424   26.78%  
Present  passive   8   0.81%   21   1.33%  
Past  passive   1   0.10%   6   0.38%  
Present  perfect   26   2.63%   28   1.77%  
Past  perfect   2   0.20%   4   0.25%  
Future   11   1.11%   21   1.33%  
Modal   10   1.01%   34   2.15%  
Infinitive   -­   -­   10   0.63%  
Total   990   100%   1583   100%  
     50  
which   express   future  –  make  up  around  1%  of   all   forms  each.  The  past   perfect  
progressive  is,  with  just  0.20%,  practically  absent  from  the  data.    
  
In   ICE-­GB   past   and   present   progressive   are   followed   in   frequency   by   modals  
excluding   future   (2.15%)   and   the   present   perfect   (1.77%).   Together   passives  
amount  to  1.71%,  which  makes  them  more  frequent  than  future  progressives,  with  
present  passive  being  most  frequent.  Infinitives  (0.63%)  and  past  perfect  (0.25%)  
are  the  most  infrequent  forms.    
  
Modals  are  in  ICE-­GB  thus  about  twice  as  frequent  as  they  are  in  VOICE  and  the  
same   is   true   for   the  use  of  passives.   In  VOICE  present  perfect  progressives  are  
somewhat  more   frequent   than   in   ICE-­GB.  However,   in  all   cases   the  numbers  of  
occurrences  and  the  percentages  themselves  and  are  rather  low.  
  
Theoretically,  many  combinations  with  the  progressive  are  possible,  among  them  
some  rather  long  and  complicated  structures  such  as  might  be  being  given,  where  
the  progressive   is  combined  with  passive  voice  and  a  modal.  As  Mair  (2006:  89-­
90)  notes,  a   few  of   the  more  complex   forms  are  rather  new  and  have  only  been  
created  in  the  twentieth  century  to  fill  the  places  that  were  still  empty  in  the  verbal  
paradigm,  such  as  combinations  that  include  the  sequence  be  being  or  been  being  
as  in  might  be  being  given.  
  
Such  complex  forms  were  not   found   in  VOICE.  The  results  show  that   in  my  ELF  
data  speakers  combine  the  progressive  with  different  forms,  employing  also  more  
complex   structures   such   as  wanna   be   saying   (VOICE   EDcon496:   4).   However,  
they   do   not   employ   all   forms   of   the   verbal   paradigm   that   are   possible.   For  
instance,  passive  voice  only  occurs  with  present  and  past  progressive.    
  
More   complex   forms   are,   however,   likewise   absent   from   ICE-­GB.   The   only  
category   that   is   only   found   in   ICE-­GB   and   not   in   VOICE   is   the   infinitive,   yet  
infinitive  progressives  are,  with  0.63%,  infrequent  in  ICE-­GB.  The  findings  of  Smith  
(2002:  319)  seem  to  indicate  that  more  complex  forms  tend  to  occur  in  written  and  
not  so  much  in  spoken  language.    
  
Nevertheless,  my  findings  seem  to  imply  that  ELF  speakers  are  well  aware  of  the  
possibilities  there  are  and  they  also  exploit  them  to  communicate.  Although  there  
is  some  difference  in  frequency,  apart  from  the  infrequent  infinitive  the  same  forms  
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are   used   in   VOICE   and   in   ICE-­GB.  With   regard   to   the   complexity   of   forms   the  
results  from  VOICE  and  ICE-­GB  suggest  that  there  is  little  difference  between  ELF  
and  native  speaker  English  as   regards   the  use  of   the  progressive.  ELF   is   in   this  
respect  certainly  not  a  simplified  version  of  native  English.    
  
4.3.2.  Comparison  with  Ranta’s  findings  
  
Ranta   does   not   give   any   numbers   with   regard   to   progressive   forms   as   she  
remarks  that    
  
[c]omparing   the   distributions   of   tenses   in   progressives   in   ELFA   and  
MICASE  was   considered   rather   difficult   due   to   the   above  mentioned   fact  
that  MICASE  appears   to  consist  of  more  hands-­on,   immediate  action   than  
ELFA   resulting   in   much  more   frequent   use   of   the   present   progressive   in  
MICASE   and   lowering   the   proportions   of   other   tenses   respectively.  
However,  the  rank  order  of  different  tenses  was  the  same  in  both  corpora,  
the  present  tense  being  the  most  common,  followed  by  the  past  tense,  the  
present  perfect  and  the  pluperfect,  and  lastly  the  future  tense.    
(Ranta  2006:  106)    
  
If  only  considering  the  categories  mentioned  by  Ranta,  the  same  order  is  found  in  
VOICE  and  also  in  ICE-­GB:  present  tense,  past  tense,  pluperfect,  i.e.  the  present  
perfect  plus  past  perfect  and  finally  the  future.  It  is  not  clear  how  Ranta  dealt  with  
modals,   which   are   a   separate   category   in   my   comparison;;   it   may   be   that   she  
attributed   tense   to   them.   Even   if   this   was   done   in   my   sets   of   data,   the  
aforementioned  order  would  not  change.    
  
Moreover,   it   is   not   clear   whether   Ranta   included   passives   in   this   count   or   not.  
Even  if  they  were  included  in  my  data,  the  order  would  not  change.  Passives  are  
generally  more  frequent  in  Ranta’s  (2006:  106)  analysis  with  3%  in  ELFA  and  2%  
in  MICASE   in   contrast   to   0.91%   in   VOICE   and   1.71%   in   ICE-­GB.  Unlike   in  my  
data,  in  Ranta’s  data  passives  are  more  frequent  in  the  ELF  data  compared  to  the  
native  speaker  data,  but  again  the  percentages  themselves  are  rather  low.    
  
4.4.  Verbs  used  
  
4.4.1.  Verbs  used  in  VOICE  and  ICE-­GB  
  
According  to  ENL  grammars  there  are  some  restrictions  with  regard  to   the  verbs  
that  can  function  as  progressive  –ing  participles  (see  section  2.2.2.  for  details),  yet  
in  general  many  different  words  can  be  used   in   the  progressive.  Tables  3  and  4  
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show  the  twenty  most  common  verbs  together  with  the  number  of  occurrences  and  
the  percentage   this  corresponds   to   in   relation   to   the   total  number  of  progressive  
verbs.  
  
This   refers   however   only   to   the   basic   verb   form   itself   and   is   thus   very   general.  
Phrasal  verbs  such  as   look  for  which  were  also  found  in  the  data  were  not  taken  
into  account   separately,   but   surface  as   instances  of   the  verb   looking.  Moreover,  
instances   of  being   also   include   passives.   I   consider   a   count  without   them  more  
appropriate  as   they   function  as  an  auxiliary,   yet  Ranta   (2006:  104-­105)   includes  
them   in  her  analysis   and   for   reasons  of   comparability   they  will   not  be  excluded.  
Disregarding   them  would,   furthermore,   not   change   the   results   and   the   following  
conclusions  considerably.  The  same  is  valid  for  Ranta’s  data.    
  
VOICE         ICE-­GB     
verb   No.   %         verb   No.   %     
1.   going   115   11.09%         1.   doing   179   11.50%     
2.   doing   50   4.82%         2.   going   152   9.77%     
3.   saying   48   4.63%         3.   saying   93   5.98%     
4.   looking   45   4.34%         4.   coming   66   4.24%     
5.   coming   44   4.24%         5.   talking   64   4.11%     
6.   talking   39   3.76%         6.   getting   51   3.28%     
7.   taking   34   3.28%         7.   trying   47   3.02%     
8.   trying   32   3.09%         8.   looking   46   2.96%     
9.   working   30   2.89%         9.   having   44   2.83%   50%  cut-­off  
10.   speaking   24   2.31%         10.  working   42   2.70%   point  
11.   studying   20   1.93%         11.  being   40   2.57%     
12.  getting   19   1.83%   50%  cut-­off      12.   thinking   36   2.31%     
13.   thinking   18   1.74%   point      13.   taking   26   1.67%     
14.   living   16   1.54%         14.   sitting   18   1.16%     
15.  playing   14   1.35%         15.   telling   16   1.03%     
16.   standing   14   1.35%         16.  using   16   1.03%     
17.  walking   14   1.35%         17.  wondering   15   0.96%     
18.   staying   13   1.25%         18.   reading   14   0.90%     
19.  being   11   1.06%         19.  wearing   14   0.90%     
20.  happening   10   0.96%         20.  asking   13   0.84%     
  
  
As  the  tables  illustrate,  in  VOICE  13  verbs  account  for  half  of  all  forms,  whereas  it  
is   only   ten   forms   in   ICE-­GB.   This  makes   the   distribution   over   different   verbs   in  
VOICE  wider   than   in   ICE-­GB   and   indicates   that   progressives  might   be,   as   also  
Ranta  (2006:  103)  remarks  in  reference  to  her  data,  “used  more  freely  or  in  more  
diverse  contexts”  in  ELF.  
  
Table  3:  Verbs  used  in  VOICE                     Table  4:  Verbs  used  in  ICE-­GB  
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With  regard  to  the  verbs  themselves  there  is  not  much  difference  between  the  two  
corpora.  All  but  one  verb  (having)  of  the  top  ten  verbs  of  ICE-­GB  are  also  among  
the  top  13  verbs  of  VOICE.  They  seem  to  be  especially  closely  associated  with  the  
progressive,  both  in  ELF  and  in  native  speaker  use.  Do,  go,  say,  come,  talk,   look  
and  work   are  also   listed   in  Biber   et   al.   (1999:   471-­472)  as   verbs   that   frequently  
occur  in  the  progressive  and  so  are  speak,  study  and  think  which  feature  in  the  13  
verbs  that  make  up  half  of  the  uses  in  VOICE.    
  
There  are,  however,  differences  with   regard   to   the   frequency  of   individual  verbs.  
Doing   for   instance   is   twice  as   frequent   in   ICE-­GB  compared   to  VOICE  and  also  
saying   is   more   frequent   in   ICE-­GB   (5.84%)   compared   to   VOICE   (4.63%).   In  
contrast,   looking   is  more   frequent   in  VOICE  and   so   is  studying,  which   does  not  
surface  at  all   in   the  20  most   frequent  verbs  of   ICE-­GB.  However,  one  should  be  
careful  with   generalizations   based   on   these   differences   as   of   course   the   use   of  
verbs  also  depends  on   the   topics  of   the   interactions  captured   in   the  corpus.  For  
instance,   the   frequency   of   the   verb   studying   is   clearly   data-­related   as   the  
conversations   of   VOICE   of   the   domain   leisure   are   often   among   (exchange)  
students  who  frequently  talk  about  what  they  are  studying.  
  
What  is  interesting  is  that  that  the  most  frequent  verbs  in  both  corpora  amount  to  
about  11%,  but  it  is  going  in  VOICE  and  doing  in  ICE-­GB,  and  the  second  rank  is  
taken  by  doing  in  VOICE  and  going  in  ICE-­GB.  Most  marked  is  the  difference  with  
regard   to  doing.  That  doing   is  much  more   frequent   in  native-­speaker  data   could  
again   be   seen   to   support   the   assumption   of   Ranta   (2006:   110-­111)   that  
progressives  are  more  evenly  distributed  among  different  verbs   in  ELF.  After  all,  
doing   is   a   very   general   verb.  Moreover,   in   VOICE   only   the   verb   going   is   much  
more   frequent   compared   to   the   other   verbs,   which   would   also   support   the  
assumption  of  a  wider  and  more  even  distribution.    
  
4.4.2.  Comparison  with  Ranta’s  findings  
  
Ranta   (2006:   103)   also   found   a   difference   with   regard   to   the   number   of   verbs  
making  up  50%  of  all  progressives,  i.e.  16  verbs  in  ELFA  and  12  verbs  in  MICASE.  
Thus  like  in  my  ELF  data,  also  in  Ranta’s  ELF  data  more  verbs  account  for  half  of  
the  uses  in  comparison  to  the  native  speaker  data.  This  seems  to  support  Ranta’s  
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(2006:  110-­111)  argument  that   in  ELF  the  distribution  of  progressives  appears  to  
be  wider  in  contrast  to  progressives  in  native  speaker  English.  
  
What  is  different  between  the  sets  of  data  is  that  in  both  VOICE  and  ICE-­GB  there  
are  one  or  two  very  frequent  verbs  (going   in  VOICE  and  doing  and  going   in  ICE-­
GB)  and  the  verbs  next  in  rank  have  a  considerably  lower  percentage.  In  Ranta’s  
(2006:  104-­105)  data  this  is  not  the  case  as  for  instance  in  her  ELF  data  the  most  
frequent   verb   talking   amounts   to  5.2%  and   is   followed  by  doing  with  4.8%.  This  
seems  to  suggest  that  in  her  data  there  is  a  more  even  distribution.  
  
With  regard  to  the  verbs  themselves  that  make  up  half  of  all  cases,  there  are  many  
similarities   between  my  and  Ranta’s   (2006:   104-­105)   data.  Despite   the   fact   that  
the  ranks  differ,  the  verbs  doing,  going,  trying,  looking,  saying  and  talking  surface  




Another  aspect  often  examined   in  corpus  studies  dealing  with   the  progressive   is  
contraction  or  non-­contraction  of  the  auxiliary  preceding  the  –ing  participle  (see  for  
instance  Römer  2005:  66-­68,  Smith  2002:  326,  Collins  2008:  245-­246).  Contracted  
verbs   in   general   are   especially   frequent   in   spoken   language   (Biber   et   al.   1999:  
1129).   A   high   or   rising   degree   of   contraction   is   seen   as   an   indication   of  
colloquialisation  of  the  English  language  (Smith  2002:  326,  Collins  2008:  245).    
  
4.5.1.  What  counts  as  contraction?    
  
When  examining  verb  contraction  with  regard  to  progressives,  two  approaches  are  
possible.  One  approach  is  to  only  look  at  forms  of  be  like  Smith  (2002:  326)  does,  
who  more  precisely  only  deals  with  the  present  progressive  active.  Another  option  
is   that   all   contracted   forms   preceding   the   –ing   participle   are   examined,   which  
includes   in  addition   to   forms  of  be   those  of  have  and   the  modals  will  and  would.  
However,  what  sounds  straightforward  in  theory  is  by  no  means  simple  when  put  
into  practice.  
  
Römer  (2005)  for  instance  adopts  the  approach  of  examining  all  contracted  forms  
preceding   the   –ing   participle   in   her   extensive   study   on   progressives   in   spoken  
British  English.  As  Römer  (2005:  3)  notes,  the  study  is  concerned  with  the  active  
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form  of  present,  past,  present  perfect  and  past  perfect  progressives  only,  as   the  
“[other]   constructions   are   rather   infrequent”   (Römer   2005:   3).   In   her   analysis   of  
contraction  she  thus  lists  ’s,  ’re,  ’m,  ai,  ’s  been,  ’ve  been  and  ’d  been  as  contracted  
forms   which   in   total   amount   to   somewhat   more   than   50%   in   both   corpora  
examined.  Slightly  less  frequent  are  the  full  forms  she  lists:  am,  are,  is,  was,  were,  
has  been,  have  been  and  had  been.  (Römer  2005:  66-­67)  
  
This  observation  is  of  course  correct  in  as  far  as  the  first  set  consist  of  forms  which  
are   contracted   while   those   in   the   latter   are   not   contracted.   However,   the   past  
forms  of  be,  was  and  were   respectively,  cannot  be  contracted  at  all:  Biber  et  al.  
(1999:  1128)  list  as  contractible  verbs  only  be  (’m,  ’re,  ’s),  have  (’s,  ’ve,  ’d)  and  the  
modals  will  (’ll)  would  (’d)  and  they  state  that  
  
[p]ast   tense   forms   of   be   (i.e.  was,  were)   cannot   be   contracted,   probably  
because  they  would  be  easily  confused  with  the  present  tense  forms  (’s  and  
’re).  (Biber  et  al.  1999:  1128,  original  emphasis)    
  
When   a   speaker   uses   a   past   progressive,   he   or   she   thus   has   no   choice.  
Therefore,  classifying  was  and  were  as  ‘not  contracted’  and  moreover  comparing  
them   to   forms   that   can   be   contracted   as   Römer   does   is   highly   problematic.  
Excluding  such  forms  of  course  also  changes  the  proportion  of  contracted  and  not  
contracted  forms  –  and  in  Römer’s  (2005:  66)  study  the  difference  between  these  
two  categories  is  very  slight.    
  
It   is   not   surprising   that   the   author   wonders   why   other   studies   revealed   a  much  
higher  share  of  contracted  forms.  
  
[I]t   is   rather   puzzling   to   see   that   other   researchers   have   arrived   at   very  
different  results  concerning  the  distribution  of  long  and  short  forms.  (Römer  
2005:  68)  
  
As  an  example  Biber  et  al.  (1999:  1129)  is  mentioned,  who  found  that  75%  of  all  
forms  of  be  in  conversation  were  contracted.  As  Römer  (2005:  68)  rightly  remarks,  
their   study   is   not   limited   to   auxiliaries   in   progressive   verb   phrases,   yet   a   table  
clearly   reveals   that   for   the   analysis   only   the   forms   am,   are   and   is   and   their  
contracted  forms  were  taken  into  account  (see  Biber  et  al.  1999:  1130).  This  might  
explain   the   difference   between   her   results   and   those   of   Biber   et   al.,   as  well   as  
those  of  other  studies.    
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What   impacts   including  or  excluding   forms   that  cannot  be  contracted  has  will  be  
briefly   illustrated   using   my   data.   Figure   3   shows   the   distribution   of   contracted  





For   the  first  column  the  approach  taken  by  Römer  was  adopted.  Anything  that   is  
not  contracted  was  taken  into  account,  irrespectively  whether  it  can  be  contracted  
or  not,  i.e.  including  was,  were  and  six  (not  contractible)  modals.  The  rest  is  thus  
classified  as   contracted   including  also   three   instances   of   contracted  be  going   to  
(e.g.  ’s  going  to)  –  after  all  they  contain  a  from  of  contracted  be.  Only  the  47  cases  
that  cannot  be  classified  because  the  form  of  be  is  missing  were  not  considered  at  
all.    
  
For   the   data   in   the   second   column,   in   addition   to   the   cases   that   cannot   be  
classified,  also  those  that  cannot  be  contracted  were  excluded.  The  fixed  phrase  
be  going  to  is  not  included  either.  It  can  be  contracted,  yet  unlike  other  contracted  
forms  this  refers  just  to  one  part  of  the  construction.    
  
The  result  of  the  two  classifications  is  notably  different.  If  all  forms  are  taken  into  
account,  then  full  forms  are  more  frequent  with  53.74%.  If  only  contractible  forms  
are  considered  then  contracted  forms  occur  more  often  with  57.76%.  Therefore,  I  
argue   that   forms   that   have   no   contractible   counterpart   such   as   was   and   were  
should  not  be  included  in  an  analysis  of  contraction  at  all  as  they  distort  the  result  
and  cannot  be  compared  to  forms  that  have  a  contractible  counterpart.    
  
Figure  3:  Contraction  with  regard  to  all  forms  vs.  contractible  forms  in  VOICE  
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How  Ranta  analyzed  her  data  with  regard  to  contraction  is  not  entirely  clear.  She  
notes  that  
in  the  use  of  auxiliaries  a  notable  difference  was  found:  in  ELFA  up  to  77  %  
of  all  progressives  were  preceded  by  a  full  auxiliary  BE  whereas  in  MICASE  
this   percentage  was   only   42  %,   contracted   forms   being   favoured.   (Ranta  
2006:  106,  original  emphasis)    
  
As   this   is   all   that   is   mentioned   concerning   contraction,   it   remains   unclear   what  
these  numbers  exactly  refer  to.  As  Ranta  speaks  explicitly  of  the  auxiliary  be,  it  is  
likely  that  she  did  not,  as  Römer  (2005:  66-­68),  take  into  account  other  forms  such  
as   have.   However,   it   is   unclear   how   the   forms  was   and  were   were   dealt   with.  
Therefore,  I  will  give  numbers  of  a  classification  of  all  forms  of  be  even  if  I  consider  
this  inappropriate  as  well  as  numbers  for  contractible  forms  of  be  only.    
  
4.5.2.  Contraction  in  VOICE  and  ICE-­GB  
  
Table  5  illustrates  contraction  in  VOICE  and  ICE-­GB,  giving  both  the  total  number  
of  occurrences  of  the  respective  forms  and  the  corresponding  percentages.  Again,  
all  instances  that  could  not  be  classified  have  been  left  out  in  both  corpora.  First,  a  
count  of  all  forms  of  be  is  given,  followed  by  a  count  of  the  contractible  forms  of  be  
only.28  In  all  cases  actives  and  passives  are  considered.      
  
VOICE   ICE  
Form   No.   %   Form   No.   %  
all  be   941      all  be   1486     
of  which  full   511   54.30%   of  which  full   681   45.83%  
of  which  contracted   430   45.70%   of  which  contracted   805   54.17%  
                 
all  contractible  forms  of  be   750      all  contractible  forms  of  be   1056     
of  which  full   320   42.67%   of  which  full   251   23.77%  
of  which  contracted   430   57.33%   of  which  contracted   805   76.23%  
  
  
What   is   striking   is   that   if   all   forms   of   be   are   considered,   the   numbers   differ  
considerably  from  those  of  the  analysis  in  which  this  is  not  the  case.  This  is  most  
relevant  for  VOICE  because  the  overall  trend  changes.  This  also  happens,  as  the  
                                                                                        
28  Another  possibility  would  be,  as  above,  to  consider  all  contractible  forms,   i.e.  not  only  those  of  
be.  However,  there  is  little  difference  between  the  results.  As  it  has  been  shown  above,  if  all  forms  
are  considered,  in  VOICE  contractible  forms  are  preferred  with  57.76%,  and  if  only  be  is  taken  into  
account  then  the  percentage  is  57.33%.  In  ICE-­GB  the  situation  is  similar  with  75.57%  for  all  forms  
and  76.32%  for  be  only.  This   is  because  the  amount  of  present  progressives  is  very  high  in  both  
sets  of  data.    
                   Table  5:  Contraction  in  VOICE  and  ICE-­GB  
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figure  in  the  last  section  shows,  if  all  forms  are  considered.  In  ICE-­GB  contracted  
forms  are  more   frequent  even   if   forms   that  cannot  be  contracted  are   included   in  
the  analysis.  This  is  because  the  overall  number  of  contracted  forms  is  so  high  as  
the  analysis  of  the  contractible  forms  of  be  shows.  
  
If   only   contractible   forms   of  be   are   considered,   then   contracted   forms   are  more  
frequent   in  both  sets  of  data.  They  are,  however,   less   frequent   in  VOICE  with  a  
percentage  57.33%.  The  percentage  of   ICE-­GB  is  much  higher,  namely  76.23%,  
and  so  contracted  forms  make  up  about  three  quarters  of  all  forms.    
  
4.5.3.  Missing  host  
  
However,   when   analyzing   contraction   only   considering   the   forms   that   can   be  
contracted   is  somewhat   inexact:   there  are  also  environments  where   theoretically  
contractible  forms  cannot  be  contracted.  Generally  speaking,  for  contraction  to  be  
possible  a  so-­called  host  is  needed.  This  can  be  a  pronoun  such  as  you  or  that  but  
also   there,   full   nouns   or  wh-­words   are   possible   hosts.   (Biber   et   al.   1999:   1128)  
What  is  relevant  with  regard  to  the  auxiliary  in  progressive  constructions  is  that  “[i]f  
there  is  no  preceding  host,  as  when  subject-­auxiliary  inversion  occurs  with  yes-­no  
questions,   then   there   is   no   possibility   of   contraction”   (Biber   et   al.   1999:   1128,  
original  emphasis).  Subject-­auxiliary  inversion  in  yes-­no  questions  is  also  found  in  
my  data  as  in  the  following  extract.    
  
259   S6:  are  you  going  to  the  party  tomorrow?  (.)  
(Extract  45:  VOICE  LEcon545:  259)  
  
Here  a  contraction  of  the  from  of  be,  i.e.  *’re  you  going  to  the  party  tomorrow?,  is  
not  possible.   In  cases   like   these   the  speaker  has  no  choice  and  must  use  a   full  
form.  This   is  comparable   to   instances  where  past   forms  of  be  are  used  because  
likewise,  the  speaker  has  no  choice.    
  
What  happens  if  instances  without  host  are  excluded  from  a  comparison  of  full  and  
contracted  forms  is  shown  in  table  6.  For  this  the  yes-­no  questions  where  subject-­
auxiliary   inversion   happens   were   excluded.   As   already   mentioned   I   consider   a  
count   of   contraction   including   non-­contractible   forms   inappropriate;;   therefore   for  
the  following  table  only  the  contractible  forms  of  be  were  considered,  i.e.  present  
progressive  active  and  passive.    
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VOICE   ICE  
Form   No.   %   Form   No.   %  
all  contractible  forms  of    
be  excl.  without  host   688     
all  contractible    forms  of    
be  excl.  without  host   1009     
of  which  full   258   37.50%   of  which  full   204   20.22%  
of  which  contracted   430   62.50%   of  which  contracted   805   79.78%  
  
  
When  cases  without  host  are  excluded,  generally  speaking,  the  share  of  possibly  
contractible  forms  diminishes  further  and  so  contracted  forms  become  even  more  
frequent.   When   instances   without   host   are   excluded,   62.50%   of   all   forms   are  
contracted  in  VOICE,  in  contrast  to  57.33%  if  these  cases  are  included.  This  also  
happens   in   ICE-­GB  where   the   percentage   of   76.23%   changes   to   79.78%.   This  
shows  again  that   if   the  speaker  has  a  choice,   in  both  sets  of  data  the  contracted  
form  is  favoured.    
  
One  could  probably  go   further  and   find  some  combinations  of  certain  nouns  and  
auxiliaries  in  which  the  auxiliary  cannot  be  contracted  either.  It  is  not  my  intention  
to   scan   all   examples   for   impossible   environments.  What   I   want   to   show   is   that,  
strictly   speaking,   considering   form   only   is   somewhat   imprecise.   Missing   host   in  
yes-­no   questions  with   subject-­auxiliary   inversion   is   certainly   a   central   issue  with  
regard   to   progressives   and   environments   where   contraction   is   not   possible   and  
also  relatively  easy  to  find  in  the  data.    
  
4.5.4.  Comparison  with  Ranta’s  results  
  
Because  the  criteria  Ranta  applied  are  not  transparent,  it  is  difficult  to  compare  her  
results  to  those  of  VOICE  and  ICE-­GB.  Ranta  (2006:  106,  original  emphasis)  only  
states   that   “in   ELFA   up   to   77   %   of   all   progressives   were   preceded   by   a   full  
auxiliary  BE  whereas   in  MICASE   this  percentage  was  only  42  %“.  Only   if  Ranta  
did  exclude  forms  of  be  that  cannot  be  contracted  from  her  analysis  a  comparison  
is  possible.   If   this   is   the  case   then   there  clearly   is  a  difference:  while   in  her  ELF  
data  full   forms  are  favoured,  the  opposite   is  true  for  mine.  In  fact,   in  my  data  the  
more  colloquial  form  is  preferred.  What  is  interesting  is  the  difference  with  regard  
to  the  corpora  of  native  speaker  English.  In  both  contraction  is  favoured,  yet  while  
this   is  also  the  case  for  my  ELF  data,  the  opposite   is  true  for  Ranta’s  data.  Here  
native  speaker  data  and  ELF  data  show  opposing  tendencies.    
  
        Table  6:  Contraction  without  cases  of  missing  host  in  VOICE  and  ICE-­GB  
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Ranta   states   that   because   full   auxiliaries   are  more   frequently   used   in   her   data,  
progressives  are  made  more  salient  in  ELF:    
  
the   progressives   seemed   to   have   been   made   more   salient   compared   to  
native   language   use   as   the   great   majority   (77   %)   in   ELF   use   were  
accompanied   by   a   full   auxiliary   instead   of   a   contracted   one   (favoured   in  
native  language  use).  (Ranta  2006:  112)  
  
The  frequency  of  full  forms  is  later  also  taken  up  to  stress  Ranta’s  (2006:  112-­113)  
argument   that   the   progressive   is   ‘attractive’   because   of   its   form   and   that   using  
progressives   is   a   strategy   to   avoid   misunderstandings   and   communication  
breakdowns  because  their  form  highlights  the  verb.      
  
In  the  case  of  the  progressive,  the  auxiliary  (that  was  more  salient  in  ELFA  
than   in  MICASE)  gives   the   listener  a  hint  of   the  soon   following  main  verb  
and  the  morpheme  -­ing  further  marks  it  off.  (Ranta  2006:  113)  
  
However,  in  my  ELF  data  contracted  forms  are  preferred  and  the  auxiliary  is  thus  
not  made  more  salient.  This  does  not  undermine  the  argument  as  such,  as  it  is  not  
based   on   the   frequency   of   full   forms.   However,   that   fact   that   there   is   the  
aforementioned   difference   in   our   sets   of   data   seems   to   imply   that   contraction  
probably   does   not   play   a   role   when   trying   to   account   for   the   ‘attractiveness’   of  
progressives  or  for  its  capability  to  avoid  misunderstandings  as  Ranta  (2006:  112-­
113)   proposes.   The   progressive   is   attractive,   no   matter   whether   its   auxiliary   is  
made  more  salient  or  not.    
  
4.6.  Concluding  remarks    
  
What   the  quantitative  analysis  has  shown   is   that   the  progressive  clearly  plays  a  
role  in  ELF  communication.  A  comparison  with  native  speaker  data  revealed  that  
the  progressive  is  somewhat  less  frequent  in  my  ELF  data  compared  to  the  native  
speaker  data  used  and  there   is  an  even  bigger  difference  in  Ranta’s  (2006:  102)  
data,  which  however  can  partly  be  explained  by  data-­related  factors.  Nevertheless,  
it   is   not   the   case   that   ELF   speakers   avoid   the   progressive   which   is   a   more  
complex  structure  than  the  simple  form.  On  the  contrary,  the  progressive   is  used  
66   times   per   10,000   words   in   VOICE   and   Ranta   (2006:   102),   who   applied   a  
different  methodology  than  I  do,  identified  41  instances  per  10,000  words  in  ELFA.  
This   makes   the   progressive   a   relevant   feature   of   ELF   communication   worth  
investigating.      
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Its   relevance   for   ELF   being   confirmed,   the   findings   of   my   quantitative   analyses  
also   illustrate   how   ELF   speakers   use   the   progressive.   Investigating   the  
progressive  forms  revealed  that  in  ELF  there  seems  to  be  a  strong  preference  for  
present   and   past   progressive   active.   This   trend   was   also   found   in   the   native  
speaker  data  and  has  been  confirmed  by  other   corpus  studies.  The  data   shows  
that  in  VOICE  various  forms  are  used,  even  more  complex  constructions  such  as  
past   perfect   progressives.   Moreover,   there   is   little   difference   with   regard   to   the  
complexity  of  forms  between  VOICE  and  ICE-­GB.  All  this  suggests  that  when  ELF  
speakers  use   the  progressive,   they  exploit   the  possibilities   there  are  and  do  not  
use  it  in  a  simplified  way.    
  
Comparing   the  most   frequent   verbs   used,   i.e.   those  which   amount   to   half   of   all  
cases,   we   see   that   in   VOICE   progressives   are   distributed   more   widely   among  
different   verbs   than   in   ICE-­GB.  The   same   tendency  was   found  by  Ranta   (2006:  
103)  in  her  study.  It  appears  that  in  ELF,  as  also  Ranta  (2006:  103)  observes  with  
regard   to   her   data,   there   is   a   wider   distribution   and   the   progressive   is   possibly  
found   in  more   contexts.   The   verbs   found   among   those   that  make   up   half   of   all  
cases   are   similar   in  VOICE  and   ICE-­GB,   yet   their   frequencies   diverge.  Doing   is  
much  more  frequent  in  ICE-­GB  which  seems  to  support  the  argument  of  the  wider  
distribution  as  it  is  a  very  general  verb.  All  this  raises  the  question  of  whether  ELF  
speakers  use  the  progressive  to  express  more  meanings  than  native  speakers  do.  
This  will  be  investigated  in  the  following  chapter.        
  
An  analysis  of  contraction  has   first  of  all  shown  that   the  criteria  used  concerning  
what  counts  as  contraction  play  a  major  role  for  the  result.  This  is  valid  for  forms  
as  well   as   for   environments.   In   VOICE,   considering   only   contractible   forms   and  
environments   in   which   contraction   is   possible,   the   more   colloquial   contracted  
forms   are   favoured;;   this   is   also   the   case   in   the   native   speaker   data   of   ICE-­GB.  
Which   method   Ranta   used   is   not   clear   and   makes   a   comparison   difficult.  
According   to  her   results,   however,   full   forms  are  more   frequent   in   her  ELF  data  
(Ranta  2006:  106).  If  our  results  can  be  compared  then  there  clearly  is  a  difference  
between   my   and   her   data   and   this   would   suggest   that   there   is   no   general  
preference  for  contracted  or  full  forms  in  ELF.        
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The  quantitative  analyses  have  shown  that  the  progressives  is  a  relevant  structure  
for   ELF   communication   and   therefore   worth   examining.   In   the   next   chapter   an  
analysis  will   investigate  more   closely   how  ELF   speakers   use   the   progressive   to  
communicate  by  examining  the  functions  the  progressive  has  when  used  in  ELF.    
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5.  FOCUS  ON  FUNCTIONS  
  
After  the  detailed  quantitative  analysis  presented  in  the  last  chapter,  the  following  
sections   are   concerned   with   a   qualitative   analysis   of   the   progressives   found   in  
VOICE.  First  the  issue  of  how  to  analyze  the  data  qualitatively  is  addressed.  Here  
reference   is   made   to   Ranta’s   approach,   as   my   study   set   out   to   replicate   it.  
However,  in  this  study  a  different  approach  is  taken,  and  this  is  presented  in  detail.  
The   focus   is   on  what   the   speakers   express  when   using   a   progressive   or,  more  
precisely,  which   functions   the  progressive  has   in   the  data.  As  Seidlhofer   (2009c:  
40)   stresses,   the   underlying   functions   are   what   is   of   central   interest   and  
importance  for  ELF  research.  
  
Then  the  functions  which  the  progressives  in  VOICE  have  are  investigated.  Here  a  
distinction  is  made  between  canonical  functions,  i.e.  those  which  grammars  of  the  
English  standard   language  predict,  and  non-­canonical  ones,   i.e.   those  which  are  
not   found   in   grammars   but   also   surface   in   the   data.  Examples   from  VOICE   are  
given  to  illustrate  the  individual  functions.    
  
5.1.  Approaching  the  progressive  in  ELF  qualitatively      
  
The  1037  progressives  established  as  such  according  to  the  criteria  discussed  in  
section  3.3.6.  are  in  this  chapter  analyzed  qualitatively.  My  initial   intention  was  to  
replicate   Ranta’s   study   also   with   regard   to   the   qualitative   analysis   of   the  
progressives   and   compare   my   results   to   hers.   Ranta   (2006:   106)   essentially  
distinguishes  between  progressives  which  “[fall]   into   the  typical  categories  of  use  
for  the  progressive  described  in  traditional  grammars“  and  those  which  do  not.  The  
latter  are  then  dealt  with  in  more  detail  and  she  tries  to  establish  a  reason  for  why  
they  are  used.  However,  I  will  take  a  different  approach  for  analysing  my  data  and  
in   the   following   sections   I   will   show  why.   Essentially,   there   are   two   problematic  
issues  with  regard  to  Ranta’s  approach:  the  abovementioned  dividing  of  the  cases  
in  progressives  that  express  meanings  as  found  in  grammars  and  those  which  do  
not  as  well  as  the  classification  of  the  latter  progressives.  I  will  look  at  them  in  turn,  
starting  with  the  task  of  grouping  the  cases  into  these  two  basic  categories,  which  
is   much   more   complex   than   it   might   seem.   Before   turning   to   these   issues,   the  
question   of  what   is   considered   a   canonical   function   is   addressed,   as   this   is   not  
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                                Figure  4:  Overview  of  Huddleston  and  Pullum’s  account  of  the  progressive  
only   relevant   for   the   rest   of   the   analysis   but   also   for   the   discussion   of   the  
abovementioned  problematic  issues.    
  
5.1.1.  Finding  canonical  functions  of  the  progressive    
  
As   has   already   been   mentioned,   there   are   many   accounts   of   the   progressive  
meaning   in  ENL.  This  makes  selecting  one   for  distinguishing  between  canonical  
and  non-­canonical   functions  difficult.   It  has  also  been  noted   that  accounts  of   the  
progressive  in  ENL  attribute  different  importance  to  different  functions  and  they  are  
frequently  rather  detailed.    
  
To  give  an  example,  a  detailed  and  up-­to-­date  account  of  progressive  meaning  is  
found   in   the  grammar  by  Huddleston  and  Pullum  (2002:  162-­172).  The   following  
figure29   illustrates   the   different   so-­called   features   identified   by   the   authors   and  
shows   their   relationship   to  each  other.  Their   approach   serves  as  an  example   to  
show  how  the  functions  of  the  progressive  in  ENL  can  be  captured.  
  
  
     
                                                                                        
29  It  illustrates  Huddleston  and  Pullum’s  (2002:  162-­172)  account,  but  the  figure  is  mine.    
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According   to   this   approach,   the   progressive   basically   expresses   progressive  
aspectuality.  Apart   from   this  also   two  non-­aspectual  meanings  are   identified   that  
cannot  be  accounted  for  by  this  criterion.  (Huddleston  &  Pullum  2002:  162-­163)  
  
Progressive  aspectuality  is  a  very  general  criterion  and  thus  various  features  that  
make  up  this  criterion  are  identified.  Here  a  further  distinction  is  made.  Huddleston  
and   Pullum   (2002:   163)   identify   four   meanings   that   are   „part   of   the   meaning  
proper“:  situation  as  in  progress  at/throughout  Tr  (time  referred  to),   imperfectivity,  
duration  and  dynamicity.  Furthermore,  there  are  two  features  that  are  considered  
„strong   implicatures   rather   than   part   of   the   meaning   proper“   (Huddleston   and  
Pullum   2002:   163),   namely   mid-­interval   and   limited   duration.   (Huddleston   and  
Pullum  2002:  163)  Moreover,  with  regard  to  some  features  Huddleston  and  Pullum  
refer  to  situations  or  what   I  call   ‘specialized   interpretations’   that  are   in  some  way  
connected  to  the  feature  in  question,  such  as  serial  states  that  relate  to  duration.  
Finally,  there  are  two  non-­aspectual  meanings;;  they  both  express  future  reference  
(Huddleston  &  Pullum  2002:  171-­172).  
  
While  some  of  the  above  features  are  clear  when  considering  the  category  names,  
some   are   probably   not.   Therefore,   I   will   very   briefly   explain   all   of   them.   By  
‘situation  in  progress  at/throughout  Tr’  the  authors  mean  that  a  situation  is  ongoing  
with  regard  to  a  time  referred  to.  ‘Imperfectivity’  means  that  the  progressive  gives  
an   internal   perspective   and   does   not   present   the   situation   as   a   single   whole.  
‘Duration’   implies   that   the   progressive   conveys   duration   and   parallel   to   that  
‘dynamicity’   means   that   the   progressive   expresses   dynamicity.   By   ‘mid-­interval’  
the  authors  mean   that   the   ‘time   referred   to’   (usually)  does  not   include  beginning  
and   end   and   ‘limited   duration’   implies   that   the   progressive   can   convey   limited  
duration.   Finally,   as   already   mentioned   above,   also   future   reference   can   be  
expressed  by  means  of  the  progressive.  (Huddleston  &  Pullum  2002:  162-­172)  
  
This  model  is,  as  also  the  figure  shows,  very  detailed.  Many  different  features  are  
identified  with  the  aim  of  giving  a  very  precise  account  of  progressive  meaning  in  
ENL.   I   have   used   this   account   as   a   basis   for   classifying   progressives   and   their  
functions  but  in  the  course  of  my  analysis  I  have  realized  that  it  can  be  simplified.  
When   taking   a   closer   look   it   becomes   clear   that   there   is   in   fact   much   overlap  
between   the   categories.   This   becomes   even   more   obvious   when   considering  
examples  from  the  data  and  trying  to  establish  their  canonical  meaning  based  on  
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the  features  of  this  account.  Of  course,  in  a  way  this  is  how  the  model  is  intended:  
the   features   constitute   progressive   aspectuality   and   are   therefore   not   mutually  
exclusive.   However,   some   are   very   similar   to   others   and   therefore,   due   to   the  
overlap  some  are  not  visible  as   independent   functions  when   looking  at   language  
data.   Thus,   for   me   the   question   arises   whether   all   of   the   so-­called   features  
identified  are  equally  relevant  for  capturing  progressive  meaning  in  ENL.    
  
An  example  of  such  a   feature   is  dynamicity.  The  explanation  by  Huddleston  and  
Pullum   (2002:  167)  concerned  with   this   function   is  based  on  situation   types:   the  
progressive   is   associated   with   non-­stative   situations   and   thus   expresses  
dynamicity.   Therefore,   “[e]xpressions   denoting   purely   static   situations   do   not  
combine   felicitously  with  progressive  aspect”   (Huddleston  &  Pullum  2002:  167)  –  
of  course  there  are,  as  already  mentioned,  exceptions  to  this.  Although  this  is  true,  
dynamicity   as   a   concept   itself   is   difficult   to   grasp.   Consider   for   instance   the  
example  given  by  the  authors:  “When  I  left,  Jill  had  her  head  buried  in  a  book  but  
Ed  was  watching  TV”  (Huddleston  &  Pullum  2002:  167,  original  emphasis).  
  
In   the   above   example   the   progressive   is   contrasted  with   a   non-­progressive   and  
one  could   say   that   the  difference   is   that   the  one  conveys  stativity  and   the  other  
dynamicity.  However,  for  me  the  feature  of  ‘situation  in  progress  at/throughout  Tr’  
is   also   very   dominant   in   the   progressive   in   the   above   example.   Furthermore,   in  
contexts   where   the   progressive   is   not   contrasted   with   the   non-­progressive  
‘situation   in   progress   at/throughout   Tr’   is   even   more   in   the   foreground   and  
dynamicity  is  difficult  to  detect  as  an  independent  feature  of  meaning.    
  
The   same   is   true   for   the   features  of   imperfectivity   and  mid-­interval.   It   should  be  
noted  that,  as  I  will  also  show,  one  could  find  examples  of  them  also  in  my  data.  
However,   as   discussed   above   due   to   overlap   with   other,   more   central   features  
they  are  difficult  to  identify  as  independent  features.    
  
Therefore,  I  argue  that  not  all  of  the  above  features  are  equally  central.  There  are  
functions  which  capture  more  subtle  shades  of  meaning  and  are   less   relevant.   I  
argue  that  three  functions  of  the  model  are  most  important:  situation  as  in  progress  
at/throughout   Tr,   (limited)   duration   and   future   reference.   In  my   opinion,   together  
they  capture  progressive  meaning  in  ENL  very  well.  Moreover,  my  choice  of  these  
functions  is,  as  will  be  shown,  supported  by  the  fact  that  these  three  functions  are  
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found  in  other  accounts  of  the  progressive  too.  Therefore,  it  is  also  appropriate  to  
call  them  canonical.  After  having  established  what  I  consider  canonical  functions,  
the   difficulty   of   classifying   progressives   as   Ranta   did   will   be   addressed   in   the  
following  section.    
  
5.1.2.  The  difficulty  of  classifying  
  
In  section  3.3.  it  has  been  shown  by  means  of  examples  from  the  data  how  difficult  
it   is   in  some  cases   to   judge  whether  a   form   is  a  progressive  or  not,  especially   if  
cases  of  zero  be  are  permitted.  Similarly,  also  when  trying  to  divide  the  data  in  the  
same  way  as  Ranta  did,  various  problems  were  encountered.  Ranta  (2006:  106)  
distinguishes   between   cases   that   are   in   line  with   descriptions   in  ENL  grammars  
and   those   which   are   not.   She   thus   categorizes   into   ‘conformist’   and   ‘non-­
conformist’   progressives.30   Like   Ranta,   I   used   a   grammar   of   native   speaker  
English   for   making   decisions   with   regard   to   the   ‘ENL-­acceptability’   of   the  
progressives,  namely   that  of  Huddleston  &  Pullum  (2002:  162-­172)  as  presented  
in  the  last  section.    
  
When   looking  at   the  data   from  VOICE,  one  of  course  finds  many  cases   that  can  
clearly   be   classified   as   ‘conformist’   because   they   are   prototypical   progressives  
with   regard   to   the   account   of   progressive  meaning  mentioned  above.  Moreover,  
there   are   also   cases   that   clearly   are   ‘non-­conformist’   as   they   do  not   conform   to  
these  criteria.  However,  in  some  examples  judging  the  ‘acceptability’  from  an  ENL  
perspective  has  proven  to  be  very  complex,  despite  the  fact  that  an  account  was  
at  hand.  Two  problematic  issues  were  encountered,  namely  ambiguous  cases  and  
borderline   cases   between   ‘conformist’   use   and   general   validity/habitual   activity  
where  one  would  not  expect  the  progressive  according  to  ENL  rules  (see  section  
2.2.2).    
  
First   of   all,   there   are   cases   that   could   be   regarded   as   ambiguous.   This   is  
especially   noticeable   in   instances   where   verbs   are   used   which   are   often  
associated  with  expressing  states.  A  prime  example  of  this  is  found  in  the  following  
                                                                                        
30  These  terms  are  used  to  avoid  confusion  with  canonical  and  non-­canonical  functions.  The  
difference  is  that  Ranta  divides  all  cases  in  two  categories  with  regard  to  whether  they  are  in  line  
with  ENL  rules  or  not.  I  will  later  deal  with  different  functions  of  the  progressive  which  can  be  found  
in  grammars  (canonical)  or  not  (non-­canonical).    
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extract   from   a   conversation   that   was   recorded   in   Barcelona   among   exchange  
students.    
  
361   S1:  it's  quite  quiet  at  the  back  here  <soft><un>  xx  </un></soft>  
362   S5:  <3>it  is  yeah  </3>  
363   S1:  <3>mhm  </3>  
364   SX-­f:  <soft>that's  that's  nice  </soft>  (1)  
365   S6:  and  the  owner  she's  living  in  italy?  or  =  
366   S1:  =  hm?  
367   S6:  the  one  who  owns  the  apartment?  she's  (1)  
368   S1:  i  don't  know  <4>  @@@  </4>  
369   S6:  <4>okay  no  </4>  =  
370   S5:  =  @@  (1)  
371   S1:  no.  erm  i  pay  my  rent  to  (.)  one  of  the  girls  who  lives  here  =  
372   S6:  =  oh  that's  true  =  
373   S1:  and  erm  (.)  she  (.)  she  was  one  (i  was  emailing  about  a  flatmate)
   =  
374   S6:  =  okay  <5>  mhm  </5>  
375   S1:  <5>i  </5>  think  it's  her  aunt  
(Extract  46:  VOICE  LEcon545:  361-­375)    
  
The  phrase  in  question  is  she’s  living  in  Italy.  The  verb  live  is  a  verb  often  used  to  
refer  to  where  someone  lives  permanently  in  the  simple  form,  yet  it  can  be  used  in  
the  progressive  to  express  temporality  rather  than  permanence.  Quirk  et  al  (1985:  
205-­206)  even  have  a  special  category   for  verbs   like   live,  namely   ‘stance  verbs’,  
which  per  definition  lie  on  the  border  between  stativity  and  dynamicity.    
  
There   is   thus  a  considerable  difference   in  meaning  between  the  progressive  and  
the   simple   form.   In   order   to   judge   whether   the   use   of   the   progressive   in   the  
example   can   be   considered   ‘conformist’   or   not,   more   contextual   information   is  
needed.  However,  what  is  uttered  in  this  stretch  of  the  conversation  is  all  we  get  to  
know  about  the  owner.  Therefore,  two  interpretations  are  possible.  It  may  be  that  
the  owner  is  living  in  Italy  temporarily,  for  whatever  reasons.  It  is  also  possible  that  
the  owner   lives   there  permanently.  As   further   information  would  be  necessary   to  
clarify  this  progressive,  we  can  only  speculate  about  the  intended  meaning.    
  
As  the  analyst,  I  can  of  course  never  judge  with  absolute  certainty  what  a  speaker  
intended.   In   my   analysis   I   have   to   rely   on   the   transcript   which   contains   extra-­
linguistic   information   of   all   kinds   (see   VOICE   Project   2007a)   that   can   in   some  
cases  help  to  determine  the  status  of  a  progressive.  However,   in  the  above  case  
there   is  simply  not  enough   information  given  by   the  speakers.  One  option  would  
be   to   exclude   such   examples   from   an   analysis   because   of   their   ambiguity.  
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However,  when  introducing  ambiguity  as  a  criterion,  a  range  of  cases  would  have  
to  be  counted  as  such  as  their  status  could  be  questioned.  Classifying  the  above  
example  (and  similar  cases)  as  ambiguous  would  consequently  mean  suggesting  
that   ELF   speakers   might   use   a   progressive   in   a   ‘non-­conformist’   way   –   simply  
because  there  is  not  enough  contextual  information.  From  an  ELF  perspective  this  
is   not   a   sensible   approach.   However,   the   ambiguity   is   still   there   as   strictly  
speaking,  one  would  need  clear  evidence  for  either  of  the  interpretations  if  trying  to  
apply   traditional   accounts   of   meaning   and   constraints   of   the   progressive   to   the  
data.  As  Ranta  (2006:  106)  only  states  that  she  divides  cases  into  two  categories  
based  on  grammars  but  does  not  elaborate   further  on  her  methods,   it  would  be  
interesting  to  know  how  she  dealt  with  cases  like  this  one.    
  
Apart   from   these   ambiguous   cases,   there   is   also   another   problematic   category.  
These  cases  can  be  considered  borderline  cases  between  ‘conformist’  and  a  ‘non-­
conformist’  uses  of  the  progressive,  namely  expressing  general  validity  or  habitual  
activity,  two  categories  already  mentioned  as  constraints  in  section  2.2.2.    
  
General  validity  includes  so-­called  “’eternal  truths’”  (Leech  2005:  6).  These  can  be  
scientific   or   geographical   facts   but   they   can   also   refer   to   what   is   true   for  
individuals,  for  instance  which  country  somebody  comes  from.  In  these  cases  the  
simple  form  is  used.  (Carter  &  McCarthy  2006:  598-­599)  A  habit  can  be  defined  as  
“a  series  of  individual  events  which  as  a  whole  make  up  a  state”  (Leech  2005:  10,  
original  emphasis).  This  means   that   the  event  happens  repeatedly  and  regularly.  
Like  general  validity,  habitual  activity  is  expressed  by  simple  forms  and  not  with  a  
progressive   (Leech   2005:   10)   –   unless   a   temporary   habit   is   referred   to   (see   for  
instance   Quirk   et   al.   1985:   199).   General   validity   and   habitual   activity   are  
distinguishable  only   in  prototypical  cases  and   thus  best   treated   together  as  after  
all,  they  both  do  not  refer  to  the  occurrence  of  a  specific  event,  but  are  generally  
true  (Langacker  1997:  191-­194).    
  
An  example  of  such  a  borderline  case  is  found  in  the  following  extract,  where  the  
speakers  are  talking  about  mixing  languages  during  their  Erasmus  stay  in  Vienna.    
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2710   S1:  and  then  like  (.)  i  just  say  like  (.)  i  begin  the  sentence  with  english
   and  then  i  put  e:rm  (.)  a  german  word  (inside)  <@>  because  i  (got)  
   so  mixed  up  </@>  (.)    
2711   S5:  i  got  it  (.)  i:n  (another  way)  when  i'm:  talking  german  and  i  don't  
know  a  word  i  was  i'll  i'll  (.)  i'll  (.)  i'll  (call)  the  english  word  (2)    
(Extract  47:  VOICE  LEcon560:  2710-­2711)  
  
S1   is   describing   her   way   of   speaking   using   only   simple   forms,   yet   S5   uses   a  
progressive   i.e.   talking.  One  of   the  criteria   that  make  up  progressive  meaning  as  
defined  by  Huddleston  &  Pullum  (2002:  163)  is  that  “[t]he  situation  is  presented  as  
in  progress,  ongoing,  at  or  throughout  Tr  [the  time  referred  to]”.  This  criterion  is  not  
limited  to  Huddleston  &  Pullum’s  grammar  but  also  for   instance  found  in  Quirk  et  
al.  (1985:  197,  original  emphasis),  where  the  progressive  is  defined  as  “indicat[ing]  
a  happening  IN  PROGRESS  at  a  given  time”.    
  
Examples  of  Tr  given  by  Huddleston  &  Pullum   (2002:  163)  are   for   instance  over  
lunch  or  when   the  phone   rang.   In   the  previous  case,   there   is,  however,  no  such  
‘time   referred   to’.  Following  Huddleston  &  Pullum’s  criteria  strictly,   this   case  and  
similar   ones   would   thus   have   to   be   considered   instances   of   general   validity   or  
habitual  activity.    
  
However,   in   few  of   the  progressives   in   the  data  Tr,   is  explicitly  stated.  Moreover,  
the   action   described   in   the   above   example   is   clearly   presented   as   in   progress,  
thus  part  of  the  criterion  is  fulfilled.  Furthermore,  one  could  argue  whether  this  kind  
of  language  mixing  described  in  the  extract  is  not  of  limited  duration,  i.e.  limited  to  
the  Erasmus  stay  or  the  momentary  command  of  the  language  that  will  doubtlessly  
improve   in   the   course   of   the   stay.   After   all,   the   conversation   was   recorded   in  
September,  thus  at  the  beginning  of  the  exchange  semester(s)  (VOICE  LEcon560:  
Header).    
  
What   this   example   shows   is   that   following   the   account   of   a   grammar   in   a   strict  
sense   is   not   satisfactory   in   some   cases.   Moreover,   there   is   always   space   for  
interpretation  and  finding  counter  evidence.  In  the  case  of  the  progressive  the  line  
between  what  is  generally  valid  and  what  not  is  a  fine  one,  and  in  cases  other  than  
scientific   facts   or   the   like   (although   as   history   shows   some   of   them   have   also  
proven  to  be  wrong!)  is  extremely  difficult  to  draw.    
  
Furthermore,  with  regard  to  the  progressive  also  in  ENL  use  there  seems  to  be  no  
clear   boundary   between  what   is   ‘acceptable’   and  what   not.   This   becomes   clear  
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when  considering   that  even  native   speakers   find   it   difficult   to  draw   the   line.  The  
study  by  Axelsson  and  Hahn  (2001)  nicely  illustrates  this.  In  this  study  on  learner  
English   the   researchers   not   only   judged   the   progressives   themselves   but   also  
asked   British   and   American   native   speaker   colleagues   for   judgements   on  
progressives  (Axelsson  &  Hahn  2001:  Note  5)  and  classified  the  progressives  into  
three  categories,  one  of  them  called  ‘ambiguous’:  “[t]he  ‘ambiguous’  instances  are  
those   that   could   not   be   interpreted   as   aspectual   and   that   triggered   differing  
acceptability   judgements   from   our   native-­speaker   informants”   (Axelsson  &  Hahn  
2001:  17).  In  one  learner  corpus  around  10%  and  in  the  other  5%  of  all  cases  were  
classified  as  ambiguous  (Axelsson  &  Hahn  2001:  20),  which  shows  that  there  was  
definitely   some   disagreement.  Moreover,   they   report   that   some   native   speakers  
stated  that    
  
it  was  extremely  difficult  to  reach  a  decision  and  not  change  it  the  next  time  
they   looked   at   the   same   example   or   a   parallel   one.   The  more   examples  
they  were  shown,  the  more  tolerant  (or  exhausted)  they  became.  (Axelsson  
&  Hahn  2001:  24)  
  
Thus,  they  note  that  
  
[j]udging   the   acceptability   of   the   progressive   in   learner   English   is   no   easy  
task  either  for  experienced  non-­native  teachers  such  as  ourselves  or  even  for  
teachers  who  are  native  speakers  of  English.  (Axelsson  &  Hahn  2001:  23)  
  
While  my  study  is  not  concerned  with  learner  English,  this  conclusion  is  also  valid  
for  the  task  of  judging  the  progressives  in  ELF  from  an  ENL  perspective.    
  
From  this  discussion  of  problematic  issues  in  dealing  with  dividing  into  ‘conformist’  
and  ‘non-­conformist’  cases  like  Ranta  does,  I  conclude  that  due  to  the  problematic  
areas  presented  above   it   is   not   possible   to  distinguish  between   ‘conformist’   and  
‘non-­conformist’  progressives  in  ELF  in  a  satisfactory  way.  Forms  can  be  counted,  
functions   not.   This   is   because   the   boundaries   between   grammaticality   and  
ungrammaticality   are   often   fuzzy,   and   they   certainly   are   with   regard   to   the  
progressive.  
  
5.1.3.  Canonical  non-­conformity  
  
Apart  from  dividing  into  ‘conformist’  and  ‘non-­conformist’  uses,  a  distinction  which  
is   extremely   difficult   to   make   as   I   have   shown   in   the   previous   section,   Ranta’s  
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(2006)   treatment  of  progressives  raises  another   issue,  namely   the  categorization  
of  the  ‘non-­conformist’  progressives.    
  
As   mentioned   before   (see   section   2.2.2.),   there   are   certain   situations   where,  
according   to   the  rules  of  ENL  grammars,   the  progressive  cannot  be  used.  There  
are   two   categories   that   frequently   surface   in   the   literature,   namely   stative   verbs  
and   situations   that   express   general   validity/habitual   activity.   In   studies   on   the  
progressive,   ‘non-­conformist’   cases   are   generally   described   and   grouped  
according   to   these   two  categories,   for   instance   in   the  extensive  study  on   learner  
English  by  Eriksson  (2008)  or  in  various  articles  concerned  with  New  Englishes  in  
A  Handbook  of  Varieties  of  English  (Kortmann  et  al.  2004).  However,  Ranta  (2006:  
106-­109)  also  uses   these  categories  with  regard   to  her  ELF  data:   the  cases  she  
identifies  as  ‘non-­conformist’  are  categorized  as  ‘stative  verbs’,  ‘general  validity  or  
habitual  activity’  or  ‘point  in  (past)  time’.31  
  
As  the  first  two  of  these  categories  are  found  in  grammars  as  excluding  the  use  of  
the  progressive  they  can  thus  in  a  way  be  considered  expected  by  grammars  and  
specialized   studies.   Moreover,   although   ‘point   in   (past)   time’   is   not   a   category  
explicitly  found,  Quirk  et  al.  (1985:  207)  note  that    
  
punctual   situation   types   […]   are   theoretically   incompatible   with   the  
progressive  aspect:  they  can  occur  with  the  progressive,  but  only  through  a  
special  interpretation.    
  
Thus,  also  this  category  can  in  some  way  be  considered  predicted  or  expected  by  
ENL  grammars.    
  
While   categorizing   ‘diverging’   cases   according   to   these   preconceived   categories  
might   be   relevant   for   studies   on   learner  English   or   the   like,   I   consider   it   neither  
relevant   nor   very   useful   for   ELF   research.   On   the   contrary,   using   them   would  
mean   applying   categories   studies   on   learner   English   use   and   thus   categorizing  
ELF   speech   in   categories   of   learner  English   –   though  ELF   speakers   clearly   are  
independent  users  and  also  Ranta  (2009:  88)  stresses  that  “[i]t  should  be  clear  […]  
that   because   ELF   research   is   not   interested   in   language   acquisition   as   such,   it  
also  does  not  view  its  subjects  as  ‘learners’  but  L2  speakers  or  users.”    
  
                                                                                        
31  Moreover,  as  Ranta  (2006:  110)  notes,  “there  were  also  other  sporadic  uses  of  the  progressive  
in  ELFA,  accounting  for  1  %,  that  could  not  be  classified.“  
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Studies   on   learner   English   and   also   those   on   New   Englishes   have   different  
purposes  and  look  at  a  certain  use  of  English  from  a  perspective  which  differs  from  
the  ELF  perspective:  their  data  is  compared  to  rules  of  native  speaker  English  as  
presented  in  grammars  as  they  want  to  point  out  ‘divergence’  from  this  standard.  
They  do  this   in  order  to  help   learners  move  closer  to  an  ENL  goal  or  to  describe  
the   features   in  particular  varieties.  Moreover,   they   try   to   find   reasons   for   this  so-­
called   ‘misuse’   and   ‘overuse’   of   the   progressive   by   the   group   in   question,   like  
transfer  from  the  mother  tongue  (Platt,  Weber  &  Ho  1984:  73).  This  explanation  is  
not  relevant  for  ELF  as  speakers  with  many  different  mother  tongues  take  part  in  
ELF  interactions,  for  instance  in  my  data  from  VOICE.  
  
As  such  studies  have  a  different  aim,  it  is  understandable  that  what  is  hardly  ever  
addressed   in   these   studies   is   what   the   progressive   might   express   when   it   is  
uttered,   which   function   it   could   have   that   motivates   the   speaker   to   use   it.   Only  
sometimes   there   is   a   short   comment   that   alludes   to   potential   functions.   For  
instance,   examining   newspaper   language,   Schmied   (2006)   observes   in   Malawi  
English   an   extension   to   statives   and   he   notes   that   the   progressive   could  
sometimes   be   used   because   it   is   “more   expressive”   (Schmied   2006:   192).   Also  
Axelsson  &  Hahn  (2001:  25),  concerned  with  learner  English,  remark  with  regard  
to  cases  considered  ‘ambiguous’  that    
  
[o]ften   these   instances  were  such  where   the  progressive   form  could  have  
the   effect   of   making   the   situation   seem   more   immediate,   subjective   and  
focussed  on  a  concrete  situation.  
  
However,   precisely   the   focus   on   functions   of   a   certain   structure,   on   trying   to  
establish  what  a  structure  serves  to  express,  is  of  central  importance  for  ELF  and  
should   be   of   central   interest   for   the   study   of   progressives   in   ELF.   Therefore,   I  
argue   that   analyzing   progressives   in   ELF   data   should   be   approached   from   this  
perspective.  
  
5.2.  An  alternative  approach  to  progressives  in  ELF  
  
As  it  has  been  shown  in  the  last  sections,  the  distinction  between  ‘conformist’  and  
‘non-­conformist’  progressives  cannot  be  made  in  a  satisfactory  way.  I  argue  that  it  
is  not  only  practically  near-­impossible  but  also  not  necessary  with   regard   to  ELF  
data  to  make  this  distinction.  This  is  because  the  criterion  of  correctness  is  not  as  
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relevant   for   ELF   as   it   is   for   instance   for   studies   on   learner   English.   Instead   of  
comparing   progressives   to   native   speaker   norms   as   accounted   for   in   grammars  
and   categorizing   them   according   to   preconceived,   predicted   categories   of   non-­
conformity  associated  with   learner  English,   I   suggest   that   for  ELF  a  more  global  
approach  is  appropriate:  looking  at  what  the  progressive  might  express  when  used  
by  ELF  speakers.  This  can  reveal  much  more  than  a  focus  on  preconceived  cases  
of  non-­conformity.    
  
I   argue   that   two   aspects   are   relevant  when   considering   the   progressive   in  ELF.  
The   first   aspect   is   the   functions   the   progressive   has.   As   Seidlhofer   (2009c:   40)  
stresses,  the  underlying  functions  are  what  is  of  central  interest  and  importance  for  
ELF  research,  not  a  mere  focus  on  forms.    
  
There   is   no   doubt   that   [the]   process   of   form-­identification   and   description  
has   yielded   reliable   empirical   evidence   of   actual   patterns   of   textual  
occurrence   that  we  would  otherwise  be  unaware  of.  This   of   course   is   the  
advantage   of   the   3rd   person   observed   data,   particularly   when   it   is   done  
electronically.   But   the   ‘factuality’   and   visibility   of   forms   can   be   a  
disadvantage   by   leading   us   to   overlook   or   undervalue   what   is   not  
immediately   apparent   and   what   cannot   be   directly   read   off   from   textual  
facts,   namely  what   actually  motivates   the   production   of   these   forms,   how  
they  are  being  used  by  interlocutors  to  express  their  meanings  and  relate  to  
each  other  –   in  other  words,  what   these   forms  symbolize   in   terms  of   their  
underlying   functions,   what   these   forms   are   symptomatic   of.   (Seidlhofer  
2009c:  40,  original  emphasis)  
  
By   trying   to   show   possible   underlying   functions   of   the   progressive   I   aim   to  
establish  how  ELF  speakers  make  use  of  the  language.  As  Seidlhofer  (2009c:  49)  
remarks,    
  
the   […]   question   is   what   the   variability   of   ELF   tells   us   about   the  
communicative   and   interpersonal   functions   the   observed   forms   are   being  
used  to  express.  The  focus  is  on  developing  an  understanding  of  how  ELF  
users  exploit  the  resources  of  the  language  to  achieve  their  communicative  
outcomes.    
  
Secondly,  what   is  of  central   importance  is  whether  the  ELF  forms  under  analysis  
are   communicatively   effective   or   not.   Hülmbauer   (2010)   has   shown   that   ELF  
speakers   sometimes   ‘diverge’   from  native   speaker   rules  but   their   utterances  are  
obviously   communicatively   effective.   I   will   come   back   to   this   issue   later.   First,  
however,  I  will  address  the  question  of  which  functions  the  progressive  can  have  
when  used  in  ELF.    
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In  my   analysis   of   functions   I   will   try   to   find   out,   in   accordance  with   Seidlhofer’s  
claims,  what   the  progressive   is  symptomatic  of  and  what   its  underlying   functions  
are.  What  I  have  found  particularly  helpful  for  doing  this  is  Widdowson’s  concept  of  
the  virtual  language.    
  
Virtual   language   is   based   on   the   idea   that   in   language   there   is   an   “underlying  
virtual  resource”  (Widdowson  1997:  146)  which  can  be  actualized  in  different  ways  
and   so   “different   actualizations,   different   encodings”   (Widdowson   1997:   140)   of  
underlying  categories  exist.  This  means  that  “[a]ll  uses  of  language  [...]  are  actual  
realizations   of   the   virtual   language   –   exploitations   of   the   underlying   system“  
(Seidlhofer  forthc.  chapter  5).  However,  some  of  these  realizations  are  considered  
conventional  or  canonical  while  others  are  not.  To  give  an  example,  when  we  use  
language  creatively  as  poets  do,  we  might  use  a  word  or  a  construction  that  does  
not  conform  to  conventional  language  use,  but  is  understandable  and  possible,  i.e.  
possible  according  to  the  underlying  resource.  Thus,  only  some  actualizations  are  
canonical   and   others   are   not   –   but   they   are   possible   in   principle.   (Widdowson  
2003:  48)  
  
The   concept   of   the   virtual   language   is   particularly   apparent   in  ELF.   It   has   been  
mentioned   that,   as   Seidlhofer   (2001:   138)   remarks   in   reference   to  Widdowson,  
ELF   “evolv[ed]   out   of   spread,   not   distribution”   –   thus   the   spread   of   the   virtual  
language,  not   the  distribution  of   the  actual  one.  ENL  and  ELF  are,  however,  still  
connected.   With   regard   to   ‘English’,   virtual   language   means   that   there   is   an  
underlying   resource,   a   ‘virtual   English’   so   to   say,   that   speakers   make   use   of.  
Whether  ELF  or  ENL,   ‘virtual  English’   is   the  underlying  common  resource   that   is  
actualized  in  different  ways.32  (Seidlhofer  forthc.  chapter  5)  In  this  sense,  “[i]t  [i.e.  
ENL]  represents  what  has  been  encoded,  but  not  what  can  be“  (Seidlhofer  forthc.  
chapter  5,  original  emphasis)  and  so  in  ELF  we  can  find  new,  hitherto  uncodified  
ways  of  how  the  underlying  semantics  of  the  virtual  language  can  be  actualized.    
  
In   my   analysis   I   will   draw   on   the   concept   of   the   virtual   language   for   a   better  
understanding   of   how   the   progressive   functions   in   ELF.   For   analyzing   the  
progressive  aspect   I   thus  argue   that   there   is  a  basic  category  of  meaning  of   the  
progressive,  which  can  be  actualized  in  different  ways.    
                                                                                        
32   It  should  be  stressed  that  as  ELF  users  also  speak  other   languages,   they  also  draw  on  virtual  
resources  of  those  languages  (Seidlhofer  forthc.  chapter  5).    
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According  to  Brinton  (1988:  3)  “[a]spect   is  a  matter  of   the  speaker’s  viewpoint  or  
perspective  on  a  situation”  and  Comrie  (1976:  3)  defines  aspect  as  “different  ways  
of  viewing  the  internal  temporal  constituency  of  a  situation”.  Similar  definitions  are  
also   found   in   grammars   of   the   English   language,   like   Huddleston   and   Pullum  
(2002:  117)  who  use  a  definition  based  on  Comrie  (1976:  3)  and  rely  on  the  idea  
that  aspect   is  a  question  “of  how  the  speaker  views  the  situation”   (Huddleston  &  
Pullum  2002:  117).   If  aspect   is   concerned  with   the  point  of  view  of   the  speaker,  
„[t]he  progressive  takes  an  internal  view,  looking  at  it  from  the  inside,  as  it  were,  as  
something  ongoing,  in  progress“  (Huddleston  &  Pullum  2002:  117).  
  
Thus,  based  on  these  definitions  of  aspect  and  the  progressive  one  could  say  that  
when  using  the  progressive,  the  speaker  positions  him-­  or  herself  in  a  way  that  is  
not  removed  from  but  close  to  the  situation  described.  The  speaker  thus  takes  an  
internal  position  with  regard  to  the  situation  and  expresses  his  or  her  perspective  
on  it.  For  referring  to  this  concept  I  will  use  the  term  ‘internal  positioning’.    
  
It  should  be  stressed  that  this  is  what  I  see  as  the  underlying  criterion  of  meaning;;  
others   have   identified   somewhat   different   ones.   If   this   is   assumed  as   the   basic,  
underlying   criterion   of   meaning,   then   it   can   be   actualized   in   different   ways,   as  
different   functions.   This   is   also   how   accounts   of   the   progressive   found   in  
grammars   and   specialized   studies   are   generally   structured:   one   very   general  
category  is  defined  and  this  consists  of  various  sub-­meanings  or  functions.  Internal  
positioning  can  be  realized  with  reference  to  the  temporal  structure  of  a  situation  
as   it   is   frequently   mentioned   in   grammars   of   native   speaker   English   (see   for  
instance  Huddleston  &  Pullum  2002:  117).  However,  as  it  will  be  shown,  it  can  also  
be  actualized  in  other  ways.    
  
Some  of  the  ways  in  which  this  criterion  can  be  actualized  have  already  been  well-­
researched:   the  meanings   or   functions   of   the   progressive   found   in   grammars   of  
native  speaker  English.  But  how   is   it  actualized  when  uttered  by  ELF  speakers?  
This   question   will   be   addressed   in   the   following   sections   in   which   I   will   try   to  
identify  functions  of  the  progressive.  Identifying  functions  is  of  course  complex  as  
they    
  
have   to  be   inferred  by  engaging  closely,  and  emically,  with   the  contextual  
factors  relevant  in  particular  interactions,  to  particular  speakers.  (Seidlhofer  
2009c:  49)  
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I  have  thus  taken  cotext  and  context  of  the  uttered  progressive  into  account  when  
establishing  a  function  of  a  progressive.    
  
Not  comparing  progressives  to  native-­speaker  norms  of  correctness  as  presented  
in  grammars  does  of  course  not  mean  abandoning  already  existing  treatments  of  
aspect  completely.  As  already  mentioned,  some  functions  have  been  established  
by   various   scholars,   yet   with   regard   to   native   speaker   English   only.   As   will   be  
shown,  they  also  play  a  role  in  ELF  use.    
  
The  following  analysis  of  functions  found  in  the  ELF  data  is  thus  structured  in  the  
following   way:   I   will   make   a   distinction   between   canonical   and   non-­canonical  
functions.   By   canonical   functions   I   refer   to   those   functions   which   are   found   in  
grammars   of   native   speaker   English.   As   a   basis   for   grouping   the   functions   into  
these   two   categories   and   also   for   selecting   category   names   I   have   taken   the  
account   by   Huddleston   and   Pullum   (2002:   162-­172)   which   I   have   modified;;   for  
details  see  section  5.1.1.    
  
It   should   be   stressed   that   this   distinction   is   based   on   canonicalness   only   and  
strictly  non-­evaluative.  The   functions,  whether  canonical  or  not,  are  discussed   in  
detail  and  illustrated  with  examples  from  the  corpus.  Finally,  it  should  be  noted  that  
when   I   talk   about   functions   expressed   by   the   progressive,   I   do   not   claim   that  
speakers  are  consciously  aware  of  using  a  certain  function.    
  
5.2.1.  Methodological  remarks    
  
Before  turning  to  the  findings  in  my  data,  I  would  like  to  briefly  address  two  further  
methodological   issues.   The   first   concerns   the   verbs   that   are   used   as   –ing  
participles,  the  second  cases  that  could  not  be  considered  in  the  analysis.    
  
Verb   categories   play   an   important   role   with   regard   to   the   progressive   as   it   has  
already  been  mentioned  in  section  2.2.  In  my  data  the  choice  of  verbs  is  in  some  
cases   unusual   when   compared   to   native   speaker   English.   The   most   extreme  
example   is   found   in  EDcon521.  Here   a   speaker   uses   the   verb   frauding   (VOICE  
EDcon521:   1066),  which   does   not   exist   in   native   speaker  English.33   Also   in   the  
following  extract  a  verb   is  used  that   is  unusual  with  regard   to   the  context,  yet   its  
                                                                                        
33  For  lexical  innovation  in  VOICE  see  Pitzl,  Breiteneder  &  Klimpfinger  (2008).  
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meaning   can   easily   be   understood.   S1   is   talking   about   a   law   course   she   did   in  
Poland  where  she  apparently  gave  legal  advice  to  prisoners.    
  
256   S4:  <5>mhm  </5>  
257   S1:   some   of   them   were   CRIMINALS   because   they   couldn't   afford  
their  <6>  lawyer  </6>  
258   S4:  <6>mhm  </6>  (.)    
259   S1:  so  (.)  they  were  talking  really  weird  stories?  and  (.)  er  they  said  
that  (.)  if  you're  standing  in  the  SHOWER  (.)  and  you're  like  <7>  the  
freshman  in  prison  </7>  they're  (1)    
260   S2:  <7>oh  my  gosh  </7>  
261   S1:  they're  taking  the  the  soap  and  they're  putting  it  on  the  (.)  on  the  
floor    
(Extract  48:  VOICE  EDcon4:  256-­261)  
  
S1   uses   the   phrase   talking   really   weird   stories.   It   is   clear   what   is  meant,   but   a  
native  speaker  would  probably  use  another  word  such  as   telling.   I  do  not  see  an  
unusual   choice   of   verbs   in   the   data   as   a   problem   or   a   reason   to   exclude   a  
progressive  from  the  analysis  as  a  function  can  be  established  in  such  cases  like  
in  others.  Hence  unusual  verb  choices  are  not  an  exclusion  criterion.    
  
There   is,   however,   a   small   group   of   about   30   progressives   that   could   not   be  
considered  in  the  analysis.  In  these  cases  there  is  not  enough  linguistic  cotext  and  
extra-­linguistic   context   to   judge   what   the   progressive   expresses.   This   can   have  
different   causes.   In   some   cases   unintelligible   speech   is   involved,   which   means  
that  not  enough  cotext  is  provided  because  the  transcribers  were  not  able  to  hear  
it,  or  in  other  instances  the  transcribed  stretch  simply  ends  after  the  utterance  with  
the   progressive.   There   are   also   a   few   cases   where   the   utterance   with   the  
progressive  appears  to  be  uttered  so  to  say  ‘out  of  context’,  i.e.  it  is  not  clear  what  
it  refers  to  in  the  conversation.  It  is,  of  course,  possible  that  the  participants  know  
what  the  utterance  refers  to,  but  for  the  analyst  it  is  not  clear.  All  this  is,  however,  
not  surprising  when  considering  the  nature  of  spoken  interaction  and  the  fact  that  
the  conversations  are  interactive.    
  
An   example   of   this   is   found   in   the   following   extract   where   the   speakers   are  
mathematicians  and  they  are  talking  about  a  mathematical  function.  
  
159   S1:  no  but  i  mean  erm  (2)  {loud  parallel  conversation  audible}  
160   S2:  i  kno-­  i  know  you  can  do  this  <1>  in:  in  higher  dimensions  </1>  
161   S1:   <1>take   general   zero   one   </1>   and   say:   (3)   {loud   parallel  
conversation  audible}  at  this  unit  one  it  (.)  you  can  zero  and  one  (3)  
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{loud   parallel   conversation   continues}<spel>   x   </spel>   of   <spel>   n  
</spel>  (1)  <2>  (is  it)  large  <un>  xxx  </un></2>  (.)    
162   S2:  <2><coughs>and  in  </2>  
163   S1:   how   do   you   confront   large   <un>   xxx   <ipa>   s??v?nt?s   </ipa>  
</un>  there  (2)  i  was  taking  there  <pvc>  over(tish)  </pvc>  (2)  and  so  
<3>  (many  so  many)  </3>  
164   S2:   <3>and   there   aren't   many   </3>   domains   that   will   satisfy   that  
<spel>   f   </spel><spel>   f   </spel>   prime   square   doesn't   code   the   (.)  
double  file.  (.)  
(Extract  49:  VOICE  PRcon534:  159-­164)  
  
What  is  clear  in  this  extract  is  that  it  is  not  clear  what  the  progressive  in  question,  
was  taking  refers  to  and  what  it  could  express;;  unintelligible  speech  and  overlaps  
as   well   as   a   lexical   innovation   are   involved.   Cases   like   this   one   could   not   be  
judged  and  were   excluded.   Interestingly,  Ranta   does   not   have   such  a   category,  
although  ELFA  also  contains  interactive  speech.  
  
5.2.2.  Canonical  functions  
  
In  the  following  section  I  will  present  functions  that  can  be  regarded  as  canonical.  I  
consider   three   functions   to   be   central   for   ENL:   expressing   a   situation   as   in  
progress,  (limited)  duration  and  future  reference  (see  also  section  5.1.1).  I  will  also  
refer  to  specialized   interpretations  of   these  functions.  For  the  category  names  as  
well   as   the   description   of   the   canonical   functions   I   take  Huddleston   and  Pullum  
(2002:   162-­172)   as   the   basis,   but   with   modifications.   In   the   discussion   I   will,  
however,  also  refer  to  other  grammars  and  studies  on  the  progressive.  It  should  be  
noted  that  these  functions  are  not  mutually  exclusive.    
  
5.2.2.1.  Expressing  a  situation  as  in  progress    
  
One   canonical   function   that   is   found   in   the   data   is   ‘expressing   a   situation   as   in  
progress   at   or   throughout   a   Tr   (time   referred   to)’   (Huddleston   and  Pullum   2002:  
163).  The  function  of  expressing  a  situation  as  being  in  progress  clearly  connects  
to   the   underlying   criterion   of   internal   positioning,   in   this   case  with   regard   to   the  
temporal  structure  of  a  situation.    
  
This   function   is   certainly   of   importance   for   the   progressive   in   native   speaker  
English  as  after  all,   the  term  ‘progressive’  alludes  to   it.  Moreover,   this   function   is  
found   in   many   accounts   of   the   progressive   in   native   speaker   English.   As   for  
instance  Biber  et  al.  (1999:  470)  state,  
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[t]he   present   progressive   aspect   describes   events   that   are   currently   in  
progress   […];;   the   past   progressive   aspect   describes   events   that   were   in  
progress  […]  at  some  earlier  time.    
  
For  Quirk  et  al.  (1985:  197,  original  emphasis)  “a  happening  IN  PROGRESS  at  a  
given  time”  is  what  the  progressive  basically  indicates.  Furthermore,  as  mentioned  
in   section   5.1.1.,   Huddleston   and   Pullum   (2002:   163)   identify   four   so-­called  
features   that  constitute  progressive  meaning.  Although  they  do  not  seem  to  rank  
them,   the   paragraph   concerned   with   the   function   of   expressing   the   situation   as  
being   in  progress   is   the   first   one   in   their   list   and  at   its  end   they  state   that   “[t]he  
remaining   features   clarify  what   is  meant   by   ‘in   progress’”   (Huddleston  &  Pullum  
2002:  163).  This  shows  how  central  this  function  is  in  native  speaker  English.    
  
This   function   is   also   found   in   the   progressives   in   my   ELF   data.   According   to  
Huddleston  and  Pullum  (2002:  163),  the  ‘time  referred  to’  can  either  be  a  point  in  
time  or  a  period.  If  a  point  in  time  is  used,  it  often  coincides  with  ‘now’,  the  actual  
moment  of  speaking.  It  is  thus  not  surprising  that  the  progressive  is  in  the  present  
tense   in   native   speaker  English   often   associated  with  what   is   “happening   at   the  
moment  of  speaking”   (Carter  &  McCarthy  2006:  601).  This   is  also  what   the  ELF  
data   shows.   This   use   is   for   instance   found   in   the   following   extract.   This   dinner  
conversation   takes   place   among   international   students   who   have   been   talking  
about  a  certain  ‘guy’  and  S1  wants  to  know  who  he  is.    
  
515   S3:  =  he's  standing  now  =  
516   S4:  =  but  anyway  =  
517   S3:  =  the  corner  
518   S4:  well  (1)  who  knows  =  
519   S3:  =  you  <@>  don't  <2>  see  </2></@>  him  @@@  (.)  
520   S1:  <2>hm  </2>  
521   S1:  not  wearing  my  glasses  now  
522   SS:  @@@@@@@@  
523   S3:  you  have  to  go  (here  like)  <@><3><un>  xxx  </un></3></@>  
(Extract  50:  VOICE  LEcon8:  515-­523)    
  
The  speaker  S3  uses  a  progressive   in  he’s  standing  now  and  S1   in  not  wearing  
my  glasses  now  which  both  refer  to  the  current  situation  –  the  use  of   the  adverb  
now  underlines  this  –  and  express  that  the  situation  as  in  progress.    
  
In   the   data   there   are   also   cases   where   there   is   no   explicit   reference,   e.g.   by  
means  of  an  adverb,  to  a  ‘time  referred  to’.  In  these  instances  the  ‘time  referred  to’  
is   implied   in   the   situational   context.  An  example   of   this   is   found   in   the   following  
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extract  where  the  speakers  are  revising  words  for  the  upcoming  German  class  and  
S2  is  looking  for  the  translation  of  a  German  word.  
  
2626   S5:  {S2  is  looking  up  a  word  in  a  dictionary}  =  <to  S2>what  word  are  
you  looking  for  </to  S2>  (2)  
2627   S2:  <LNger>kaka-­  kakerlaken  {cockroaches}  </LNger>  (.)  
2628   S5:  <LNger>kakerlaken  {cockroaches}  </LNger>  
2629   S2:  <LNger>genau  {exactly}  </LNger>  (.)  
2630   S5:  yah  (.)  cockroach  (.)  
(Extract  51:  VOICE  LEcon560:  2626-­2630)  
  
The  progressive  in  the  utterance  what  word  are  you  looking  for,  which  is  directed  
at  S2,  refers  directly  to  what  is  happening  at  the  moment  of  speaking,  namely  S2  
looking  up  a  word.  The  contextual  information  given  in  curly  brackets  (see  VOICE  
Project  2007a:  7)  helps  the  analyst  to  reconstruct  what  was  happening.  
  
It   should  be  stressed   that   the   function  of  expressing   the  situation  as   in  progress  
does,  however,  not  necessarily  mean   that   the  action   is  continuously   in  progress.  
As   Huddleston   and   Pullum   (2002:   163)   formulate   it,   “[s]ome   situations   are   not  
strictly  continuous  but  allow  for  gaps”.  This  is  also  frequently  found  in  the  data  of  
VOICE  as  the  following  extract  illustrates.    
  
1015   S5:   but   erm   (1)   anyway   (1)   yes   we're  working   very   hard   (.)   <3>
   towards  </3>  a  (1)  
1016   S1:  <3><soft>yah  </soft></3>  
1017   S5:  better  master  structure   (.)  which  which  we  abandoned   (.)  some
      (.)  
1018   S4:  <4><soft>mhm  </soft></4>  
1019   S5:  <4>twenty  </4>  years  ago  =  
(Extract  52:  VOICE  POcon543:  1015-­1019)    
  
We’re  working  hard  towards  a  better  master  structure  is  what  is  happening  over  a  
longer   period   of   time   and   thus   clearly   in   progress.   It   is   not   what   S5   and   her  
colleagues  are  doing  continuously  without  breaks  and  also  not  what  they  are  doing  
at  the  actual  moment  of  speaking,  but  a  process  they  are  busy  with  and  involved  
in.  Despite  these  gaps,  the  action  is  clearly  presented  as  in  progress.    
  
5.2.2.2.  Expressing  (limited)  duration  
  
Another   function   found   in   the   ELF   data   from   VOICE   is   (limited)   duration.   The  
functions   ‘duration’   and   ‘limited  duration’   are   clearly   closely   related,   yet   they  are  
given  different  importance  in  different  accounts.  I  see  ‘limited  duration’  as  a  kind  of  
‘duration’  and  thus  treat  them  together.  
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Duration   is   in   line   with   the   basic   criterion   and   also   connected   to   the   function  
discussed  above.  As  Huddleston  and  Pullum  (2002:  165)  note,  “[f]or  a  situation  to  
be  in  progress,  it  must  have  duration:  there  can  be  no  progress  within  a  punctual  
situation.”  
  
Moreover,  expressing  duration  is  a  function  frequently  attributed  to  the  progressive  
in   native   speaker   English   and   most   widely   accepted   in   literature.   As   Scheffer  
(1975:  21,  original  emphasis)  notes,  “[o]f  all  the  different  basic  meanings  attributed  
to  the  progressive  that  of  duration  is  found  most  often.”  It  is  for  instance  mentioned  
in  Quirk  et  al.  (1985:  198)  and  Leech  (2005:  19).  As  Huddleston  and  Pullum  (2002:  
166)  note,  duration  is  also  not  alien  to  perfective  non-­progressive  situations,  yet  it  
is  not  in  the  foreground;;  “[t]he  progressive,  by  contrast,  does  highlight  the  duration”  
(Huddleston  &  Pullum  2002:  166).      
  
Duration   is   certainly   also   found   in   my   data.   The   following   extract   in   which   the  
speakers  are  discussing  different  ways  of  making  coffee  illustrates  this  function.  
  
196   S2:  <7>but  </7><loud>   french  </loud>  have   the  (.)  pressing  DOWN  
machine  
197   S1:  yeah  (.)  
198   S2:  whereas  the  italian  it's  the  one  (.)  either  THAT  one  or  the  (.)  big  
one  (.)  (the)  chrome.  
199   S1:   yeah.   (.)   no   but   yesterday   in   the   cafe   they   were   doing   this  
melange  with  the  big  machine  (.)  and  they  were  preparing  it  <1>  as  
</1>  (.)  
200   S2:  <1>hm  </1>  
201   S1:  in  the  SAME  way  they  were  preparing  cappucci:no.  (.)  
(Extract  53:  VOICE  LEcon565:  196-­201)  
  
S1   is   describing   what   she   saw   the   previous   day   in   a   café   and   uses   they   were  
doing  this  melange  as  well  as  they  were  preparing  it.  Consider  in  contrast  the  non-­
progressive   phrases   they   did   this   melange   and   they   prepared   it.   Using   the  
progressive   certainly   highlights   duration   to   these   actions.   In   this   extract   the  
speaker’s   internal   position   to   the   situation   is   clearly   noticeable   and   the   speaker  
expresses  duration  by  using  the  progressive.  
  
The  progressive  in  ENL  can  also  express  limited  duration.  The  importance  of  this  
function   is  seen  differently   in  grammars  and  specialized  studies.   It   is  considered  
an  aspect  of  the  basic  meaning  in  Quirk  et  al.  (1985:  198),  Biber  et  al.  (1999:  470)  
and  Leech  (2005:  19).  Joos  (1964:  113)  sees  limited  duration  as  the  main  meaning  
of   the  progressive.  Scheffer   (1975:  60)  also  accepts   limited  duration,  yet   for  him  
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this   is   only   an   accessory  meaning.   Limited   duration   is,   however,   not   a   function  
found   in   all   progressives:   Quirk   et   al.   (1985:   198)   note   that   limited   duration   “is  
distinctive   for   states   and   habits”.   This   is   why   Huddleston   &   Pullum   (2002:   168)  
only  consider  it  an  implicature  and  not  an  independent  feature  of  meaning.    
  
Limited   duration   is   especially   noticeable   with   regard   to   states   where   the   simple  
form   would   indicate   permanence.   Limited   duration   as   a   function   is   clearly   also  
found   in   the  data  of  VOICE,  such  as   in   the   following  extract  where   the  speakers  
are  talking  about  differences  between  Spanish  in  Spain  and  Argentina.    
  
74   S2:  yeah  you  know  what?   I   I   feel   the  spanish  of   (.)   the  (.)  yeah  the  
spanish  people  have  problems  with  pronunciation.  (.)  because  when  I  
was  living  in  <LNspa>  asturias?  {region  in  spain}  </LNspa>  (.)  <@>  
and  </@>  (.)  <fast>  the  father  of  the  family  i  was  working  as  an  au  
pair   </fast>   and  <fast>   the   father   of  my   family   </fast>   (.)  @  was  a  
doctor   and   he   said   don't   ask   me   some   words   <fast>   and   i   said  
</fast><imitating>  oh  my  spelling  it's  (.)  spanish  </imitating>  and  (.)  i  
COULDN'T  understand  them.  
75   S6:  mhm?  
76   S2:   i   think   it  was  only  ONCE  that   i  understood  him  (1)  and  is  THAT  
terrible  and  i  couldn't  tell  him  so  (1)  erm  i  don't  know  erm  i  don't  know  
er  or  something  like  that  cause  i  can't  say  <un>  xx  xx  x  </un>  english  
so  (.)    
(Extract  54:  VOICE  LEcon532:  74-­76)  
  
In  line  74  S2  uses  the  phrase  I  was  living  which  expresses  a  temporary  and  not  a  
permanent  state  –  as  S2  remarks  this  was  when  she  was  working  as  an  au  pair.  
Both  progressives  refer  to  situations  which  are  temporary  rather  than  permanent.    
  
Also   in   the   following   extract   limited   duration   is   clearly   the   function   of   the  
progressive.    
  
38   S2:  [S1]  stop  hitting  on  gi:rls  
39   S1:  <loud>what?</loud>  i'm  not  hitting  i'm  being  nice.  
40   S2:  <soft>okay  </soft>  (.)  
(Extract  55:  VOICE  EDcon496:  38-­40)  
  
The  speakers  have  been  joking  around  and  when  asked  to  stop  hitting  on  girls,  S1  
answers   i’m   being   nice.   Be   is   a   typical   stative   verb   which   is   found   in   static  
situations  and  as  such  considered  incompatible  with  the  progressive  aspect  (Quirk  
et   al.   1985:   198).   In   this   case,   however,   i’m   being   nice   refers   to   a   temporary  
behaviour  in  the  current  situation,  in  the  particular  moment.  In  contrast  to  that,  the  
simple  form  I  am  nice  means  that  this  is  permanent,  a  personal  quality.  This  would  
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imply  that  S1  is  not  teasing  or  hitting  anyone  at  the  moment  –  he  is  being  nice  –  
but  this  is  not  necessarily  true  for  all  times.    
  
Apart  from  limited  duration,  duration  can  be  expressed  in  somewhat  different  ways  
as   well.   Huddleston   and   Pullum   (2002:   165-­167)   refer   to   four   instances   where  
duration   plays   a   role.   Three   of   them   require   a   special   interpretation   of   duration:  
‘expressing  a  series  of  events’,  ‘leading  up  to  a  change’  and  ‘serial  states’.    
  
Now,  these  special  functions  are  infrequent  in  the  data  but  they  do  occur.  Collins  
(2008:   239-­242)   also   examined  what   he   considers   specialized   uses,   yet   among  
them  there  is  only  one  of  the  above,  namely  ‘serial  states’  (called  ‘attitudinal  use’  
in  Collins).  His  results  suggest  that  at  least  this  special  function  is  also  rare  in  ENL  
(Collins  2008:  241).  To  show   that  specialized   interpretations  of  duration  are  also  
found  in  ELF  data,  I  will  briefly  address  two  of  those  mentioned  by  Huddleston  and  
Pullum  (2002:  166-­167),  namely  ‘expressing  a  series  of  events’  and  ‘serial  states’.    
  
The   first  special   interpretation  of  duration   is   ‘expressing  a  series  of  events’.  This  
applies   to   punctual   situation   types.   They   cannot   express   duration   in   the  
progressive   in   the   way   presented   above;;   after   all,   they   are   punctual   which   per  
definition   excludes   duration.   (Huddleston   &   Pullum   2002:   165-­166)   When  
combined  with   the   progressive   aspect,   punctual   verbs   like  nod,  knock   or  hit   are  
interpreted   as   “a   series   of   events,   rather   than   […]   a   single   event”   (Leech   2005:  
24).  Also  in  my  data  there  are  a  few  cases  of  this  special  interpretation  of  duration.  
In   the   following   extract,   where   the   speakers   are   talking   about   a   dog,   the   verb  
jumping  illustrates  this  use.  
  
282   S3:  he  is  well.  (.)  he's  better  than  [first  name2]  <5>  [first  name2]  </5>
   is  a  (1)    
283   S4:  <5>yes?</5>  
284   S4:  crazy.  
285   S3:  yeah  she's  REAlly  <6>  crazy  </6>  
286   S4:  <6>always  crazy  </6>  (3)  {S2  starts  singing}  
287   S3:  she's  jumping  like  crazy  an:d  {S4  starts  singing  as  well}  (29)  
   {S2  and  S4  are  singing  along  with  the  music}  
   (Extract  56:  VOICE  LEcon353:  282-­287)     
  
In  the  extract,  jumping  is  interpreted  as  referring  to  a  series  of  jumps  and  not  to  a  
single   action.   The   function   of   duration   is   in   this   case   thus   present   in   a   slightly  
different  way.  
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Another   special   interpretation   of   the   function   of   duration   is   when   a   progressive  
expresses,   in   Huddleston   and   Pullum’s   (2002:   166)   terms,   a   ‘serial   state’   a  
“PERSISTENT  or  CONTINUOUS  activity”  (Leech  2005:  34,  original  emphasis).   It  
is   then   usually   but   not   necessarily   combined   with   adjuncts   such   as   always   or  
continually   (Leech   2005:   34).   Furthermore,   it   is   frequently   “accompanied   by   an  
emotive   overtone,   usually   of   disapproval”   (Huddleston   &   Pullum   2002:   166).   In  
such  cases  the  speaker’s  positioning  to  the  situation  is  clearly  visible.  Huddleston  
&  Pullum  (2002:  167)  see   in   these  cases  a   “continual  unpredictable   recurrence”.  
The   unpredictability   is,   however,   not   always   given   in   such   a   clear   way;;   Leech  
(2005:  34)  does  not  mention  this  aspect.    
  
This  use  of   the  progressive  was  also  found   in   the  data,  and  the  following  extract  
contains   an   example   of   this.   The   speaker   is   talking   about   the   liberal   party   in  
Flanders.  The  liberal  party  has  been  the  topic  of  the  conversation  for  a  while.  S1  
has  been  criticizing  the  party  for  changing  opinions  and  orientating  with  regard  to  
their  policies  too  much  on  the  fascist  party.    
  
206   S1:  that  the  the  liberal  congress  (.)  you  know  the  liberal  party  has  a
   congress  every  year  (1)  and  so  (.)  it  was  a  approved  that  (.)  <pvc>  
   non-­belgians  </pvc>  can  vote  (1)  in  these  events  you  know  (.)  for  the
   city  elections  and  (.)  communal  e-­  elections  (.)  and  it  was  this
   extremely  you  know  emotional  (1)  congress  about  (.)  whether  to  get
   out  of  government  or  (.)  stay  in  government  cos  (.)  <7>  it  </7>  was  (.)    
207   S2:  <7>yeah  </7>  
208   S1:  like  (.)  a  <L1dut>  diktat  {dictate}  </L1dut>  from  the  socialists  that  
(.)  they  could  vote  or  n-­  can't  vote  and  (1)  you  know  they're  they're  f-­  
(.)  they're  scared    
209   S2:  yeah  (.)  that    
210   S1:  they're  <1>  always  looking  </1>  
211   S2:  <1>it's  also  all  </1>  about    
212   S1:  always   looking  back  (.)  always   looking  back   if   the  fascists  are  
er  if  they're  not  losing  voters  (1)  and  always  FIGHTing  between  this  
or  the  very  liberal  part  (.)    
213   S2:  yeah    
(Extract  57:  VOICE  LEcon227:  206-­213)  
  
In   the   above   extract,   they’re  always   looking   back   and  always   fighting   are   used;;  
they   refers   to   the   liberal   party.   This   is  what   the   party   constantly   does,   and   thus  
expresses   serial   states,   a   special   interpretation   of   duration.   There   is   also   a  
somewhat  negative  tone  to  it  as  it  becomes  clear  when  reading  through  the  whole  
conversation.      
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5.2.2.3.  Expressing  future  reference    
  
In   the   data   from   VOICE   the   progressive   was   also   frequently   used   with   future  
reference.   When   looking   at   the   underlying   meaning   as   established   before,  
expressing   future   reference   can   be   seen   as   the   speaker’s   internal   positioning.  
Internal  positioning  in  this  case  refers  to  judgements  on  the  situation  that  are  made  
from  an  internal,  subjective  perspective.    
  
On  a  formal  level,  future  reference  can  be  expressed  in  two  ways:  with  the  present  
progressive  (I  am  working),  called  ‘progressive  futurate’  by  Huddleston  and  Pullum  
(2002:  171),  and  combined  with  will  or  shall  (I  will  be  working;;  I  shall  be  working).  
(Quirk  et  al.  1985:  216-­217).    
  
The   use   of   the   present   progressive   with   future   meaning   is   frequently   found   in  
VOICE,  like  for  instance  in  the  following  extract.    
  
680   S3:  so  i  have  the  opportunity  to  (.)  <smacks  lips>  to  hear  your  singer
   (1)  
681   SS:  @@  <3>  @  </3>  
682   S3:  <3>from  the  eurovision  song  context  </3>  though  the  old  one  but
   (.)  
683   S4:  @@@  
684   S3:  no  i  was  really  surprised  because  (1)  i  brought  my  hosts  er  to  the
   concert   i  wanted   to   (.)   <4>   to  give   them  </4>   something   you   know
   because  er  the  lady  is  leaving  on  on  monday?  
685   S1:  <4><un>xxx  </un></4>  
686   S2:  yes  
687   S3:  to  serbia  
688   S4:  really?  
689   S3:  and  i  wanted  to  take  them  out  (.)  
(Extract  58:  VOICE  LEcon329:  680-­689)  
  
S3   is   talking   about   the   lady,   who   is   his   host  mother.   The   progressive   in   she   is  
leaving   on   on   Monday   has   future   meaning   and   expresses   how   the   speaker  
perceives  the  situation.    
  
In  the  following  extract  there  are  even  two  progressives  with  future  meaning,  one  
of  which  with  zero  be.  The  speakers  are  talking  about  getting  a  dog.    
  
97   S3:  =  i'm  going  to  get  my  dog  tomorrow  no?  cos  my  mum  is  going  to  
madrid.  
98   S1:  ur  
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99   S3:   and   she   said   <imitating>   no   i   don't   like   that   <ono>   brbrm  
</ono></imitating>  but   i  said  (.)  well  we  going   tomorrow  and  he's  a  
dog  as  well?  (.)  okay  <6>  @@  </6>  
(Extract  59:  VOICE  LEcon353:  97-­99)    
  
In  line  97  S3  uses  first  a  be  going  to-­structure  to  express  future  namely  i’m  going  
to   get   and   immediately   after   that   a   present   progressive   with   future   reference.  
Interestingly,  in  this  progressive  going  is  used  again,  yet  as  a  main  verb  namely  is  
going.  What  follows  is  we  going  tomorrow,  a  structure  with  zero  be  which  is  most  
likely  we  are  going  tomorrow.  The  speaker  thus  produced  a  structure  similar  to  the  
one  before.  The  use  of  tomorrow  further  indicates  future  reference.      
  
In  the  data  the  present  progressive  with  future  reference  is  also  often  used  in  yes-­
no  questions  as   in  the  following  extract,  where  the  progressive  clearly  has  future  
reference,  referring  to  an  upcoming  party.    
  
259   S6:  are  you  going  to  the  party  tomorrow?  (.)  
260   SX-­f:  erm  erm  
261   S5:  welcome  <5>  party  </5>  
262   S7:  <5>oh  yeah  </5><6><un>  xxx  x  </un></6>  
263   SX-­f:  <6>yeah  yeah  </6>  
264   S2:  <6>what  time's  </6>  that?  
265   S7:  ni:ne?<7>  is  it  nine?</7>  
(Extract  60:  VOICE  LEcon545:  259-­265)    
  
Apart   from   the   present   progressive   simple,   also   another   form   can   have   this  
function.   When   will   is   combined   with   the   progressive   it   can   also   have   future  
meaning,  according  to  the  grammars  for  expressing  “matter[s]  [that]  [have]  already  
been  settled”  (Huddleston  &  Pullum  2002:  172).    
  
First  of  all,  on  a  formal  level  it  should  be  noted  that  in  the  data  of  VOICE  also  be  
going  to  was  used  instead  of  will.  Both  forms  are,  however,  infrequent  in  the  data  
but   the   cases   found   they   have   a   future   meaning   as   discussed   above.   In   the  
following  extract  the  speaker  is  talking  about  her  future  occupation.    
  
1226   S1:  yeah  <4>  because  </4>  i'm:  i'm  sort  of  (the)  e:r  studying  
linguistics  (.)    
1227   S8:  <4><un>xx  </un></4>  
1228   S1:  <5>in  my  </5>  own:  university    
1229   S8:  <5>mhm  </5>  
1230   S8:  yeah  yeah  yeah    
1231   S1:  so  it's  er  (1)  so  it's  fun  to  see  how  (1)  because  i'm  not  going  to  
be:  e:r  erm  (1)  er  <LNger>  forsch-­  </LNger>  huh  <LNger>  forschen  
{researching}  </LNger>  (.)  <soft>  @  </soft>  
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1232   S8:  e:r  (.)  investigating    
1233   S1:  yeah  <6>  yeah?</6>  (.)    
1234   S8:  <6>uhu  </6>  
1235   S1:  er  i'm  not  going  to  be  (1)  er  (.)  working  at  the  <7>  university
   </7>   (.)    
1236   S8:  <7>as  a  research-­  </7>  
1237   S8:  researcher  yah  (1)    
1238   S1:  e:r  i'm  just  going  to  be  a  (teach-­)  <@>  well  </@><1>  @@  </1>
   (.)    
1239     S8:  <1>mhm  </1>  
(Extract  61:  VOICE  LEcon562:  1226-­1239)  
  
In   this  extract   two  clearly   identifiable   future  uses  of   the  progressive  with  going  to  
are  found.  It  is  certain  that  S1  not  going  to  work  at  university  as  a  researcher,  and  
as  she  explains  in  line  1238,  she  is  going  to  be  a  teacher.    
  
5.2.2.4.  Other  canonical  functions  
  
As   it  has  been  noted,   the  model  by  Huddleston  and  Pullum   is  very  detailed  and  
also   includes   other   functions   that   I   consider   less   central.   For   me,   the   three  
features   of   dynamicity,   imperfectivity   and   mid-­interval   express   what   is   largely  
already  captured  by  other  functions.  One  could,  however,  find  progressives  in  the  
data  that  could  be  considered  as  expressing  one  of  the  above  functions.    
  
To  give  an  example,  Huddleston  and  Pullum  (2002:  164-­165)  identify  ‘expressing  
mid-­interval’.  Expressing  mid-­interval  essentially  means  that   the   ‘time  referred   to’  
of   a   certain   progressive   is   seen   as   excluding   beginning   and   end   (Huddleston  &  
Pullum   2002:   164).   Thus,   the   situation   referred   to   “started   in   the   past   and   will  
continue   for   at   least   some   time   into   the   future”   (Huddleston   and   Pullum   2002:  
164).  Expressing  mid-­interval  is  considered  a  strong  ‘implicature’  by  Huddleston  &  
Pullum  (2002:  165)  because  it  does  not  apply  to  all  cases.    
  
Expressing  mid-­interval  could  be  found  in  the  following  extract  that  is  taken  from  a  
conversation   between   mathematicians   during   a   break   of   a   conference;;   the  
speakers  are  talking  about  a  colleague.    
    
130   S7:  <5>h-­  he  wrote  </5>  does  he  wrote  <6>  does  he  write  er  in  </6>  
esperanto?  (.)  
131   S6:  <6>he's  extremely  fond  </6>  
132   S6:  has  written  math  pap<7>ers  in  esperanto  </7>  
133   S7:  <7>  @@@@@  <@>  right  </@></7><@>  i  this  is  </@>  
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134   S6:  hh  i  know  it's  supposed  to  be  <un>  xx  </un>  in  english  <@>  but  
hh  he's  trying  </@>  to  make  esperanto  in  <1>  to  the  </1>  language  
(.)  
135   S9:  <1>really.</1>  
136   S6:  <2>for  </2>  SCIENtists.  (.)  
(Extract  62:  VOICE  PRcon536:  130-­136)  
  
The  use  of   the  progressive   in   the  phrase  he’s   trying   to  make  esperanto   into   the  
language   for  scientists  expresses   that   the  person’s  effort   to  make  Esperanto   the  
language   of   scientists   started   at   some  point   in   the   past   and  will   continue   in   the  
future;;  time  of  beginning  and  end  are  not  specified.    
  
However,   I   consider   ‘expressing  mid-­interval’   in   the   above   example   and   also   in  
similar  ones  as  overlapping  strongly  with   ‘expressing  a  situation  as   in  progress’.  
This   is  also  clear  when  considering   that   this   feature  actually   focuses  on  defining  
the  ‘time  referred  to’.  That  is  also  why  I  do  not  consider  this  feature  as  central  for  
capturing   the   progressive   in   ENL.   However,   the   above   could   be   seen   as   an  
example  of  this  function.    
  
5.2.3.  Non-­canonical  functions  
  
As  demonstrated  in  the  previous  sections,  canonical  functions  certainly  play  a  role  
in  my  data.  The  ELF  speakers  in  my  data  are  aware  of  the  functions  progressives  
can  have   in  ENL  and  also  use   them   in  ELF.  That  also  specialized   functions  are  
found   shows   that   ELF   speakers   make   use   of   the   whole   range   that   is   already  
codified  ENL  grammars.    
  
When  examining  the  progressives  found  in  my  ELF  data  more  closely,  there  are,  
however,  also  other  functions  that  cannot  be  considered  canonical.  These  will  be  
dealt  with  in  the  following  sections.  It  should  be  noted  that  all  functions  presented  
as   non-­canonical   are   actualizations   of   the   underlying   criterion   of   internal  
positioning.  Moreover,  they  are  by  no  means  mutually  exclusive;;  on  the  contrary,  
more  than  one  function  can  be  found   in  an  example.  Furthermore,   they  can  also  
overlap  with  the  canonical  functions.    
  
It  should  be  noted  that  what  I  will  present  here  as  non-­canonical   functions  of   the  
progressive  is  what  I  found  in  my  ELF  data  of  VOICE.  This  means  of  course  that  
my   observations   are   limited   to  my   data   (the   speech   event   type   conversation   in  
VOICE)  and  can  only  give   indications  of  which  non-­canonical   functions  could  be  
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used  in  ELF  in  general.  Moreover,  what  I  identify  as  functions  is  what  emerges  for  
me  as  an  analyst  from  the  data  and  is  thus  based  on  my  interpretation.  It  should  
be  noted  that  the  functions  I  identify  occur  with  different  frequency  and  moreover,  
for  me  some  of  them  emerge  more  clearly  than  others  form  the  data.  The  functions  
are  also  ordered  starting  with   those   that  are   found  more  often  and  emerge  most  
clearly.  However,   only   further   research   on   the   progressive  might   show  which   of  
them  are  central  for  ELF  in  general.    
  
5.2.3.1.  Historic  progressive    
  
One  function  found  among  the  progressives  in  the  data  is  that  the  progressive  has  
the   effect   of  making   the   utterance   livelier,  more   vivid   and   also  more   immediate.  
What   is  being  described  by  means  of   the  progressive  seems  to  be  happening  at  
the  moment  of  speaking,  yet  not  in  reality  but  in  the  mind’s  eye  of  the  listener.  The  
speaker’s   internal   positioning   is   thus   realized   as   giving   a   virtual   picture   of   the  
situation   instead   if  an  actual  one.  With  regard   to   this   function  one  could  say   that  
the   basic   definition   of   aspect,   namely   “how   the   speaker   views   the   situation”  
(Huddleston  &  Pullum  2002:  117,  my  emphasis),  is  realized  literally.  For  me  this  is  
the  function  that  emerges  most  clearly   from  the  data  and   is   therefore  also  highly  
interesting.    
  
The  following  example  illustrates  this  function  well.  The  speakers  are  talking  about  
and   drinking   mulled   wine,   which   is   a   drink   made   of   hot   wine   and   spices   and  
traditionally  drunk  in  Austria  in  the  winter.  The  Argentine  and  Spanish  participants  
are  not  too  convinced  of  this  drink.    
  
36   S4:  but  that's  special  from  austria.{parallel  conversation  between  S3  
and  S2  starts}  that's  the  reason  why  we  brought  it  today.  (1)  {parallel  
conversation   ends}   now   <6>   you   have   </6><loud>   you   have   to  
imagine  now  </loud>  =    
37   S7:  <6>it's  er  </6>  
38   S7:  =  (maybe  he's)  good  in  er  in  er  (.)  up  in  the  mountain    
39   S4:  [S7]  er  you  have  to  imagine  now  you  are  on  the  christmas  market  
(.)   snow   is   falling   (.)   {parallel   conversation   between   S3   and   S2  
starts}   it's  COld   (.)   you  are   standing   there   <7>  with   a   hand   like   a  
<un>  x  </un></7>  
40   S7:  <7>well  e:r  </7>  
41   S6:  it's  (hot)  and  (.)    
42   S4:  THEN  it's  really  lovely    
(Extract  63:  VOICE  LEcon351:  36-­42)  
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S5   is   describing  why  mulled  wine   is   popular   and   in  which   situation  drinking   it   is  
especially  good.  By  using  the  progressive  a  picture  of  a  certain  situation  is  painted  
in  the  listeners’  heads  and  what  is  being  described  so  to  say  becomes  livelier.  The  
use  of   the  verb   imagine   at   the  beginning  of   the  extract   of   course  enhances   this  
function.    
  
This  function  has  been  alluded  to  by  Potter  (1969:  120)  with  regard  to  ENL,  who  
speculates   that   the   progressive   is   becoming   more   frequent   because   “people  
desire  […]  to  make  what  they  say  (are  saying)  more  lively  and  vivid”  (Potter  1969:  
120).  Also  Axelsson  and  Hahn  (2001)  observe  a  similar  tendency  in  their  study  on  
progressives   in   advanced   learner   English   in   reference   to   cases   classified   as  
‘ambiguous’,   i.e.   whether   they   are   ‘correct’   or   not   could   not   be   determined  with  
certainty.  
  
Often   these   instances  were   such  where   the   progressive   form   could   have  
the   effect   of   making   the   situation   seem   more   immediate,   subjective   and  
focussed  on  a  concrete  situation.  (Axelsson  &  Hahn  2001:  25)  
  
The   historic   progressive   is   closely   connected   to   the   canonical   function   of  
‘expressing  a  situation  as  in  progress’  with  the  ‘time  referred  to’  as  a  special  kind  
of  ‘now’  (Huddleston  &  Pullum  2002:  163).  As  discussed  above,  I  see  Huddleston  
and  Pullum’s  (2002:  167-­168)  function  of   ‘dynamicity’  as  not  central   for  capturing  
ENL  meaning  also  because  it  is  difficult  to  identify  as  in  independent  feature  in  the  
data.  However,   for  me   the  historic  progressive  also  conveys  dynamicity  and   it   is  
thus   clearly   connected   to   this   function.  Moreover,   the   use   of   the   progressive   in  
such  a  way  is  similar  to  the  ‘historic  present’,  hence  the  name  of  the  function.  The  
term  ‘historic  present’  describes  the  use  of  the  present  tense  simple  to  refer  to  the  
past   (Huddleston   &   Pullum   2002:   130).   The   effect   of   the   historic   present   is   “to  
produce   a   more   vivid   description”   (Biber   et   al.   1999:   454)   by   “assimilating   [the  
narrative]   to   the   here-­and-­now   of   the   speech   act”   (Huddleston   &   Pullum   2002:  
130),  and  thus  gives  the  impression  “as  if  it  is  happening  now”  (Quirk  et  al.  1985:  
181).   The   effect   created   by   the   historic   present   is   thus   similar   to   that   of   the  
progressive  in  the  function  as  historic  progressive.    
  
In   the   data   the   historic   progressive   is   especially   noticeable   in   stretches   of  
conversation   where   more   progressives   are   used   consecutively,   i.e.   in   short  
stretches   of   narration.   This   is   again   a   parallel   to   the   historic   present   as   it   is  
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predominantly  found  “in  informal  conversational  narration  or  in  fiction”  (Huddleston  
&  Pullum  2002:  130).  In  the  previous  example  clearly  a  vivid  picture  is  created  and  
this   by   only   two   progressives,  which   shows   that   also   very   short   sequences   can  
have   this   function.   Additionally,   in   the   last   example   the   speaker   prepared   the  
listeners  for  this  function  with  the  use  of  imagine.    
  
In  the  following  extracts  there  is,  however,  no  such  introduction  and  the  examples  
also   illustrate   the   historic   progressive   in   a   stretch   of   conversation   where   more  
progressives   are   used   consecutively.   The   speaker   S5,   an   exchange   student,  
thinks   that   there   is  not  much   ‘social  environment’  at  his  university.  He   illustrates  
this  by  describing  what  the  students  do,  using  progressives.    
  
159   S5:   =   because   (.)   er   in   MY   university   i   don't   know:   what's   about  
yours?  (.)  there  is  no  place  to  sit  and  (.)  talk  to  (.)  other  persons  in  my  
<12>  university  </12>  
160   S2:  <12>oh:</12>  there's  no  social  =    
161   S5:  =  there's  no  there's  <13>  no  so-­  social  </13>  environment  yeah.
   (.)    
162   S2:  <13>hm:</13>  
163   S5:  everybody's  coming  to  school  university  (1)  taking  courses  and  
after  (.)  that  going  to  (.)  er:  their  home.  (.)    
164   S2:  mhm.  (.)    
165   S5:   there   is   no   social   environment   no   (1)   c-­   but   the   er   city   is   very  
good.   (.)   er   the   transportation  and   the   (.)   everywhere   is   green   (1)   i  
like  it  (.)    
(Extract  64:  VOICE  EDcon250:  159-­165)  
  
The   use   of   the   progressive   illustrates   that   there   is   not   much   contact   between  
students  and  the  action  appears  to  be  more  vivid.  A  little  later  in  the  conversation  
the  speaker  describes  what   the  exchange  students  at   the  university  do,  again   to  
show  that  there  is  not  much  ‘social  environment’.    
  
190   S3:  and  they  don't  do  any  activities?  i  mean  they  don't  do:  they  don't  
organize   things   so   that   <6>   you   could   er   </6>   get   to   know   other  
people  <3>  that  </3>  
191   S5:  <6>er::</6>  
192   S5:  <3>little  </3>  bit  but  not  so  much  and  (1)  e:r  (1)  it's  it's  (.)  we  are  
coming  together  at  (.)  o:n-­  er  once?  (.)  for  month.  (1)  but  only  we  are  
going  and  speaking  little  bit  (we're  not)  going  to  (.)  our  home.  
193   S3:  yeah  (2)  it's  difficult  (.)    
194   S5:  it's  difficult  yeah  (1)    
(Extract  65:  VOICE  EDcon250:  190-­194)  
  
In  this  extract  a  similar  content  is  related  and  again,  the  activating  function  of  the  
progressive  can  be  found.    
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The  following  extract  contains  another  interesting  example  of  the  historic  present.  
The  speakers  are  talking  about  customs  in  their  countries  and  S6  is  talking  about  
the  so-­called  Sternsinger,   carollers  at  Epiphany.  She   is  describing  who   they  are  
and  what  they  do,  using  the  progressive.  
  
194   S3:   <L1ger><9>die   sternsinger   sind   eine   imitation   </9>   von   den  
heiligen  <10>  drei   koenigen  </10>   {the  carollers  are  an   imitation  of  
the  three  kings}  </L1ger>  
195   S6:   <10>yeah   those   </10>   people   who   are   walking   around   and  
imitating  as  they  would  be  the  =    
196   S7:   =   er   and   on   the   sixth   of   january   <2>   is   the:</2><3>   the   kings
   </3>  
197   S1:  <2>three  kings  </2>  
198   S6:  <3>the  three  kings  </3>  yeah?  =    
199   S1:  =  the  three  kings.  that's  <4>  looking  for  </4>  
200   S7:  <4>three  kings  </4>  
201   S6:  <4>and  they  are  </4>  singing  =    
202   S5:  =  but  =    
203   S6:  =  christmas  carols  and  something  <11>  like  that  </11>  
204   S5:  <11>what  <un>  xx  </un></11>  
205   S3:  and  collect  <6>  all  the  </6>  
206   S6:  <6>and   they  are   </6>  walking   from  door   to  door  and  <7>  you  
have  to  give  them  </7>  some  (.)    
207   S5:  <7>what's  what's  </7>  
208   S6:   <1>cents?   some   <L1ger>   groschen   @@   schillinge   {penny
   shilling}  </L1ger></1><2><un>  xxxx  </un></2>  
(Extract  66:  VOICE  LEcon351:  194-­208)  
  
The  use  of   the  progressive  makes  the  stretch  of  conversation  clearly   livelier.  For  
instance,   the   progressives   in   they   are   singing   christmas   carols   and   the  
immediately   following   they  are  walking   from  door   to  door  are  more  dynamic  and  
vivid  than  the  corresponding  simple  forms  and  allow  the  listener  to  see  the  action  
as  if  it  were  happening  now.    
  
In  the  last  example  given  for  this  function  the  speaker  is  talking  about  a  special  law  
course  she  did  in  Poland  relates  what  the  prisoners  told  her.  
  
253   S2:  <@>what  when  i  was  in  PRISON  <4>  in  poland  </4></@>  
254   S4:  <4>  @@  </4>  
255   S1:  <4>(what)  </4><@>  NO  </@>  @  ah  i  was  talking  because  erm  i  
was   doing   the   legal   erm   legal   clinic   course   (.)   <fast>   like   we're  
advising  for  <5>  poor  pe</5>ople  so  </fast>  (.)    
256   S4:  <5>mhm  </5>  
257   S1:   some   of   them   were   CRIMINALS   because   they   couldn't   afford  
their  <6>  lawyer  </6>  
258   S4:  <6>mhm  </6>  (.)    
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259   S1:  so  (.)  they  were  talking  really  weird  stories?  and  (.)  er  they  said  
that  (.)  if  you're  standing  in  the  SHOWER  (.)  and  you're  like  <7>  the  
freshman  in  prison  </7>  they're  (1)    
260   S2:  <7>oh  my  gosh  </7>  
261   S1:   they're   taking   the   the  soap  and   they're  putting   it  on   the   (.)  on  
the  floor    
262   S4:  mhm  (.)    
263   S1:  and  <1>  (the  soap)  YES  </1>  
264   S4:   <loud><1>deliberately   @@@   </1>   @@@   <8>   @@@   </8>  
@@@  </loud>  
(Extract  67:  VOICE  EDcon4:  253-­264)  
  
In   this   case   a   vivid   picture   is   created   of   the   information   the   speaker   gives   to  
introduce   what   the   prisoners   told   her   as   well   as   of   what   prisoners   do   with  
freshmen.   What   is   being   described   is   activated   and   so   this   example   again  
illustrates  the  function  ‘historic  progressive’.    
  
5.2.3.2.  Adding  emphasis  
  
Another   function   that   clearly   emerges   for  me   from   the   data   is   added   emphasis.  
Emphasis  is  another  way  of  realizing  the  basic  criterion  established  earlier.  In  this  
case   the   progressive   expresses   internal   positioning   by   focussing   on   what   the  
speaker  perceives  as  especially  important.    
  
Emphasis   is   certainly   an   issue   in   ELF   speech.   Dewey   (2007a:   339-­342)   for  
instance   identifies   ‘enhancing  prominence’  as  a  central   function  of   the  use  of   the  
definite  article  in  ELF.34  Research  shows  that  there  may  be  a  “[s]hift  in  the  use  of  
articles”  (Cogo  &  Dewey  2006:  75)  in  general  and  suggests  that  the  “definite  article  
[is  used]  to  attach  extra  importance  to  a  referent  in  a  stretch  of  discourse“  (Cogo  &  
Dewey  2006:  75).    
  
That   the   progressive   adds   emphasis   is,   however,   also   interesting   from  a   formal  
point  of  view.  Its  association  with  emphasis  is  not  surprising  as  the  progressive  is  
marked   and  more   prominent   compared   to   the   simple   form   simply   because   it   is  
longer  and  consists  of  two  parts.  Also  Ranta  (2006:  112)  draws  attention  to  this  in  
reference  to  the  communicative  value  of  the  progressive.    
  
[A]dding   the  ending   -­ing  and   the  auxiliary  BE   to  a   verb   (any   verb   for   that  
matter)   gives   the   verb   more   prominence   and   salience   in   the   speaker’s  
utterance.   It   makes   the   verb   stand   out,   so   to   speak,   and   draws   the  
                                                                                        
34  For  more  details  the  reader  is  also  referred  to  Dewey  (2007b).    
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interlocutor’s   attention   as   a   ‘heavier’   periphrastic   structure.   (Ranta   2006:  
112,  original  emphasis)  
  
The   progressive   is   thus   also   disambiguating   as   its   form   clearly   indicates   that   a  
verb  is  uttered.  Moreover,  verbs  play  an  important  role  in  utterances  as  they  carry  
a  central  part  of  the  meaning;;  by  using  a  progressive  prominence  can  be  added  to  
the  verb  and  thereby  also  to  what  it  conveys  (Ranta  2006:  112).  Therefore,  the  fact  
that  it  is  weightier  can  be  seen  as  an  additional  reason  for  using  the  progressive  to  
add  emphasis  in  ELF.    
  
The   hypothesis   of   added   emphasis   is   further   supported   by   the   fact   that   many  
common   English   verbs   are   monosyllabic   (Seidlhofer,   personal   communication).  
The  vast  majority  of   the  progressives   found   in   the  data  are   in   the  present   tense,  
which   makes   a   comparison   with   the   present   tense   simple   most   sensible:   in  
English,   a   monosyllabic   verb   is   monosyllabic   in   the   present   tense   simple   in   all  
persons,   singular  or  plural.  Even  when   the  3rd  person  –s   is   added   this  does  not  
change,  except  when  the  verb  ends  in  a  sibilant  (e.g.  sneeze  –  sneezes).    
  
Also  in  VOICE  many  monosyllabic  verbs  are  used.  The  following  table  shows  the  












Practically  all  of   these   twenty  verbs  are  monosyllabic  –   the  exceptions  are  study  
and   happen.   Adding   the   suffix   –ing   makes   a   monosyllabic   verb   disyllabic;;  
moreover,   also   a   form   of   be   becomes   part   of   the   verb   phrase   making   it   even  
longer.   It   is   possible   that   ELF   speakers   feel   that   the   simple   form   is   simply   ‘not  
enough’,   is  too  short  to  express  what  they  want  to  convey  and  so  the  form  might  
  
                                            Table  7:  20  most  frequent  verbs  as  –ing  participles  in  VOICE  
VOICE  
verb   No.   %   verb   No.   %  
1.  go   115   11.09%   11.  study   20   1.93%  
1.  do   50   4.82%   12.  get   19   1.83%  
3.  say   48   4.63%   13.  think   18   1.74%  
4.  look   45   4.34%   14.  live   16   1.54%  
5.  come   44   4.24%   15.  play   14   1.35%  
6.  talk   39   3.76%   16.  stand   14   1.35%  
7.  take   34   3.28%   17.  walk   14   1.35%  
8.  try   32   3.09%   18.  stay   13   1.25%  
9.  work   30   2.89%   19.  be   11   1.06%  
10.  speak   24   2.31%   20.  happen   10   0.96%  
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also   play   a   role   with   regard   to   using   this   function   (Seidlhofer,   personal  
communication).    
  
It   is   interesting   to  note   that   the   function  of   added  emphasis   is   also   found   in   the  
literature  on  the  progressive,  although   it   is  not  a  canonical   function.  For  Scheffer  
(1975:  40)  emphasis  is  the  basic  meaning  of  the  progressive  as  it  “draw[s]  special  
attention  to  the  predication”  (Scheffer  1975:  40)  and  so  the  progressive  “is  used  to  
emphasize  the  action,  state,  occurrence  predicated  by  the  verb  with  reference  to  a  
contextually   defined   moment   or   period   in   time”   (Scheffer   1975:   40,   original  
emphasis).   This   is   because   “[i]t   is   […]   a   grammatically   weightier   form   than   the  
non-­progressive”  (Scheffer  1975:  40).  For  Scheffer  (1975:  40)  all  other  meanings  
follow   from   the   notion   of   emphasis.   However,   Scheffer’s   emphasis   has   been  
heavily   criticized   by   Ljung   (1980:   20)   who   states   that   “[w]hat   Scheffer   is   really  
claiming,  it  seems,  is  that  there  is  really  no  basic  progressive  meaning.”    
  
With  regard  to  the  data  from  VOICE  I  see  the  function  of  adding  emphasis  as  most  
clearly  noticeable  in  situations  where  the  speaker  gives  a  piece  of  information  that  
stands   in   contrast   with   another   piece   of   information,   usually   with   what   has   just  
been   said.   This   can   concern   an   utterance  made   by   another   speaker,   but   it   can  
also  refer  to  what  the  same  speaker  has  just  said.  In  situations  where  contrasting  
information   is   given,   the   speaker   highlights   his   or   her   perception   of   a   certain  
situation  and  he  or  she  perceives  a  piece  of   information  as  especially   important.  
Moreover,  as  already  discussed,  with  regard  to  this  function  the  form  could  play  a  
role  too  by  drawing  also  formally  extra  attention  to  what  is  being  said.    
  
In   the   data,   contrasting   information   given   by   means   of   the   progressive   can   be  
introduced  by  no  or  the  coordinator  but  which  also  draw  attention  to  what  follows.  
The   following  extract  contains  an  example  of   this.   In   this  stretch  of  conversation  
the  speakers  are  trying  to  work  out  the  name  of  a  Maltese  singer  S3  had  seen  the  
other  day.      
  
587   S3:  oh  i  have  to  tell  you  i  saw  your  erm  (.)  yesterday  i  was  at  a  jazz  
concert    
588   S2:  yes?  
589   S3:  and  i  there  was  a  very  famous  singer  (.)  e:rm    
590   S2:  maltese  singer?  
591   S3:  yes  maltese    
592   S2:  claudette  <2>  patch?</2>  
593   S1:  <2>clau</2>dette  patch?  cos  she  <3>  sings  yes  </3>  
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594   S3:  <3>no  </3>  no    
595   S2:  no?  
596   S3:  some  er  it's  beginning  with  a  with  an  <spel>  h  </spel>  (.)  erm  ha  
ha  ha  (1)  erm  (2)  <4>  a  </4>  BLOND  woman    
597   S1:  <4>ha  ha  </4>  
598   S1:  a  blond  woman  (2)       
599   S2:  with  an  <spel>  h  </spel>  (1)    
(Extract  68:  VOICE  LEcon329:  587-­599)  
  
S3  cannot  remember  the  singer’s  name  and  the  others  are  trying  to  help  her.  S2  
then   makes   a   suggestion,   namely   Claudette   Patch,   yet   S3   is   referring   to  
somebody  else  and   replies  no  no   and   that   the  name  of   the  person   is   beginning  
with   a   with   an   h.   S3   thus   gives   an   additional   piece   of   information   to   solve   the  
matter,  and  this  new  hint  contrasts  with  the  suggestion  by  S2,  Claudette  Patch,  as  
this   artist’s   name   begins   with   the   letter   P.35   The   progressive   used,   i.e.   it’s  
beginning,  gives  extra  prominence  to  this  piece  of  information  –  that  name  begins  
with  an  H  –  which  the  speaker  perceives  as  central  and  in  fact  it  is  crucial  for  the  
further  search  for  the  correct  name.    
  
Consider   also   the   following   example.   The   speakers   from   Austria,   Spain   and  
Argentina   are   talking   about   the   sandman.   In   this   case   a   cultural   difference  with  
regard  to  the  figure  of  the  sandman  seems  to  surface,  as  the  Argentines  perceive  
it  as  bad,  but  an  Austrian  speaker  does  not  agree.    
  
305   S6:   but   (.)   <L1spa>   el   {the}   </L1spa>   (.)   <L1ger>   sandmann  
{sandman}  </L1ger><L1spa>  no  es  </L1spa>  no  more  es  (.)  {parallel  
conversations  continue}  ah  @@@  is  it  bad?  
306   S2:  <1><L1spa>si:</L1spa></1>  
307   S6:  <1>so  the  sand-­  </1>  no:  
308   S2:  yes  <L1ger>  sandmann  {sandman}  </L1ger>  is  bad  <L1spa>  es  
MAlisimo  {he  is  very  very  bad}  </L1spa>  
309   S5:   <2><L1ger>mit   dem   hat   uns   jetzt   (.)   unsere   grosseltern   haben  
uns   schon   mit   immer   gedroht   {with   this   our   grandparents   have  
already  threatened  us}  </L1ger>  @@  </2>  
310   S6:   <2>yeah   but   the   <L1ger>   sandmann   {sandman}   </L1ger>   we  
have  </2>  in  in  austria  we  have  the  <L1ger>  sandmann?  {sandman}  
</L1ger>  he  is  bringing  the  dreams  and  he  is  (.)  you  can  send  him  
your  ear    
311   SS:  <3><un>x  </un></3>  
312   S2:  <3>maybe  </3>  europe  <4>   in  </4>   in  <spel>  u  s  a  </spel>  e:r  
<L1ger>  sandmann  {sandman}  </L1ger>  is  the  the  bad  guy  he's  the  
the    
313   SS:  <4><un>xx  </un></4>  
                                                                                        
35  Later  in  the  conversation  it  turns  out  that  S3  was  talking  about  Nadine  Axisa,  whose  name  does  
not  start  with  an  H  after  all.    
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314   S6:  yeah  we  know  that.  (.)  but  we  have  the  <L1ger>  sandmaennchen  
{little   sandman}   </L1ger>   it's   a   LITTLE   man.   (.)   the   <L1ger>  
sandmaennchen  {little  sandman}  </L1ger>  (2)  {parallel  conversations  
continue}  
(Extract  69:  VOICE  LEcon351:  305-­314)  
  
At  the  beginning  of  the  extract  the  Austrian  S6  asks  whether  the  sandman  is  bad  
and  S2,  who   is   from  Argentina,  answers  that   it   is  malisimo,  very  very  bad.  While  
S5  is  saying  something  in  German  that  would  support  the  claim  that  the  sandman  
is  bad,  S6  makes  a  different  claim  stating  that  this  is  not  the  case.  The  contrasting  
information   is   introduced  by  yeah  but  and   then  S6  explains  why   this   is  so:  he   is  
bringing  the  dreams.  By  using  the  progressive  the  speaker  stresses  the  new  piece  
of   information   that  stands   in  contrast   to  S2’s  assertion   that   this   figure   is  bad  –  a  
figure  who  brings   the  dreams   is  surely  nice.  The  speaker  perceives   this  piece  of  
information  as   important   in   the   situation  and   the  progressive   is   thus  used   in   the  
function  of  adding  emphasis.    
  
An  interesting  case  of  added  emphasis  by  giving  contrasting  information  is  found  
in   the   following   example.   The   speakers   are   talking   about   university   systems   in  
different  countries.    
  
811   S2:  you  pay  for  state  universities?  
812   S4:  no  <7>  no  </7>  
813   S2:  <7>also  </7>  no.  (.)  hm:  (.)    
814   S4:  er  this:   is  er:  (1)   i  choose  this  university  because  e:rm  i  mean  i:  
wanted   to   go   er   on:   state   university?   (.)   i   was   taken   o:n   erm   (1)  
external?  (.)  er:  part  (.)  of  studies  because  er  we've  got  it  divided  into  
internal  and  external   (.)   internal   that  means  tha:t  you  are  attending  
school  every  day  (.)  er  and  external  that  mean  that  (.)  er  (1)  you  go  to  
school  just  er  once  in  the  MONTH  (1)    
(Extract  70:  VOICE  EDcon250:  811-­814)  
  
In   this   stretch   of   conversation   a   progressives   is   used   to   define   internal,   namely  
attending  school  every  day.  What  is  interesting  in  this  example  is  that  for  defining  
the  other   term  the  simple   form  is  used  and  the  word  month   is  stressed.  Thus,   in  
this  extract  there  is  a  contrast  between  two  definitions,  and  emphasis  can  be  seen  
as  realized  in  two  different  ways:  by  means  of  stressing  a  word  and  by  means  of  
the  progressive.    
  
Also  in  the  following  extract  I  see  adding  emphasis  as  the  function  that  motivates  
the  use  of  the  progressive.  In  the  following  extract  the  speakers  are  talking  about  
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Bristol.  Although  at  first  sight  its  port  area  appears  to  be  still  in  use,  this  is  not  the  
case.    
  
169   S2:  <8>but  </8>  it's  not  really  a  po:rt  (.)  i  mean  i  didn't  <6>  see  ships  
and  stuff  </6>  (.)    
170   S1:  <6>well  there's  boats  </6>  
171   S2:  er    
172   S1:  it's  an  old  industrial  they  have  (still  the)    
173   S2:  <smacks  lips>hh  but  i  think  it's  being  refurbished.  because  all  the  
buildings  were  quite  NEW  .  hh  there's  also  <7>  like  a  </7>  
174   S1:  <7>you  know  </7>  it's  not  a  working  PORT  any  <9>  MORE  .</9>  
175   S2:   <9>ah   </9>   okay   you're   <10>   right   </10>   all   right   <11>
   yeah.</11>  
176   S1:  <10>but  </10>  
177   S1:  <11>but  </11>  (there's)  ships  and  they  have  (.)    
178   S2:  yeah  there  was  a  <1>  (crane)  </1>  
179   S1:   <1>CRANES   </1>   and   <8>   that's   </8>   still   there   but   not  
functioning  any  more?  it's  <2>  more  like  </2>  
180   S2:  <8>hm.</8>  
181   S2:  <2>ah  okay.</2>  it's  more  like  deCORative  @    
(Extract  71:  VOICE  LEcon573:  169-­181)  
  
S2  has  been  to  Bristol  and  is  not  quite  sure  whether  the  port  of  the  city  is  still  used  
or   not   –   she   speculates   that   it   is   being   refurbished.   S1   knows   more   about   the  
situation  and  tells  her  already  in  line  174  that   it’s  not  a  working  port  anymore.  To  
make   his   point   clear,   S1   says   that   cranes   and   probably   also   other   objects   are  
there,   but   not   functioning   anymore.   Again,   the   progressive   is   used   to   add  
emphasis   to   contrasting   information   and   the   fact   that   it   is   not   functioning   is  
stressed,   as   this   is   perceived   as   central   for  making   the   point   clear.   As  S2   then  
rightly  remarks,  it’s  more  like  decorative,  which  sums  up  the  contrast  expressed  by  
S1.    
  
5.2.3.3.  Expressing  frequent  repetition    
  
The  progressive  is  clearly  also  used  in  my  data  to  express  that  a  certain  situation  
is   frequently   repeated.   The   internal   positioning   is   thus   realized   as   speaker’s  
perception  of  the  situation  as  being  repeated.    
  
Repetition   has   already   been  mentioned  with   regard   to   duration   in   the   canonical  
functions.   It   is   a   special   interpretation   of   duration   found   in   two   cases.   It   is   the  
interpretation  for  verbs  like  e.g.  knock  or  nod  which  as  knocking  and  nodding  refer  
to  a  repeated  number  of  knocks  or  nods  happening  immediately  after  each  other  
(see   for   instance   Leech   2005:   24).   Moreover,   combined   with   adjuncts   such   as  
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always,  the  progressive  is  interpreted  as  a  persistent  activity,  often  combined  with  
a  slightly  negative  tone  (see  for  instance  Huddleston  &  Pullum  2002:  166-­167).    
  
The  kind  of   repetition   found   in   the  data   is,   however,   not  a   case  of   short   actions  
happening  immediately  after  each  other  or  a  continuous  repetition.  By  repetition  I  
mean  here  that   the  progressive   is  used   in   the  data  for  referring  to  situations  that  
happen  frequently  again  and  again.  
  
The  following  extract  contains  such  an  example  of  repetition  as  a  function  found  in  
the   data.   A   Swedish   student   is   talking   about   studying   in   Sweden   and   uses   a  
progressive  for  relating  how  many  courses  they  do.    
  
1022   S4:   e:r   and   the   thing   is   that   (1)   some  classes  or   some  course   that  
we're  taking  (.)  <fast>  (there're  some)  </fast>  we  we're  studying  (.)  
twenty  (.)  credits  (.)  e:r  each  semester    
1023   SX-­f:  yah    
1024   S4:  and  <4>  some  </4>  clas<5>ses  </5>  (.)    
1025   S3:  <4>yeah  </4>  
1026   SX-­f:  <5>yeah  </5>  
1027   S4:  some  <6>  classes  </6>  are  ten  or  twelve  (.)    
1028   SX-­f:  <6><soft><un>xx  </un></soft></6>  
1029   S4:   and   you   need   to   take   fifteen   (.)   e:r   out   of   twenty   (.)   each  
semester  to  get  your  <7>  financial  </7>  aid  (1)    
(Extract  72:  VOICE  EDcon521:  1022-­1029)  
  
Although  the  speaker  uses  a  rather  unconventional  verb  in  this  extract,   it   is  clear  
what   is  meant:   the   students   have   to   earn   20   credits   every   term.   Thus,  studying  
twenty  credits  every  semester  is  a  repeated  action,  i.e.  repeated  every  semester.    
  
Also   in   the   following   extract,   taken   from   a   conversation   about   living   in  Malta,   a  
progressive   expresses   a   frequently   repeating   situation.   The   conversation   takes  
place  in  Malta  and  S3  is  talking  about  a  friend.    
  
271   S3:  he's  been  here   for   twelve  ear-­  years?  a:nd  er  his   family   (.)  and  
they   they  are   i   i   told  you  already  (.)   they  are  extending  e:r   their   (.)  
erm  permits  
272   S4:  mhm  
273   S3:  each  and  every  year.  (.)  and  in  the  beginning  they  thought  we  are  
staying  here   for   lon-­  only  one  year   (.)   two  years  and   then   it  was   (.)  
each   and   every   year   the   same   (.)   so   they   really   didn't   know   (.)  
otherwise  (1)  everyone  would  have  learned  (.)  er  <3>  maltese  </3>  
(Extract  73:  VOICE  LEcon329:  271-­273)  
  
S3  uses  the  phrase  they  are  extending  their  permits  each  and  every  year.  This  has  
been  happening  every  year  up  to  now,  for  twelve  years  to  be  precise.  The  act  of  
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extending   the   permits   is   thus   regularly   repeated.   As   S3   further   elaborates,   this  
situation  will  be  repeated  again  and  again  also   in   the   future  as  Maltese   laws  are  
strict  concerning  citizenship.    
  
284   S4:   so   now   they   are   <5>   going   to   live   here   </5>   permanently   <6>  
right?</6>  
285   S3:  <5>if  only  they  knew  </5>  
286   S3:  <6>no  </6>  no   they  are  extending   their   pe-­   permits   it's   not   er
   possible  to  obtain  (.)  to  to  get  er  citizenship  (.)  
(Extract  74:  VOICE  LEcon329:  284-­286)  
  
Repetition  is  also  found  in  somewhat  different  ways  such  as  in  the  following  case.  
The  speakers  are  talking  about  a  man.    
  
90   S11:  <soft>(might  become)  (impolite)  </soft>  (.)  @@@  (4)    
91   S7:   so   [first   name1]   [last   name1]   (1)   has   disappeared   in   brussels  
somewhere  yes  (.)  <9>  i  guess  </9>  
92   S10:  <to  SX><9>yeah  </9><L1dan>  xxxxxx  </L1dan></to  SX>  
93   S8:  or  lost  =    
94   S7:  =   i  guess  [first  name1]   [last  name1]  has  so  many  meetings  that  
sometimes   he   loses   track   he   seems   <5>   to   </5>   be   <6>  
ev</6>erywhere  at  the  <7>  same  </7>  time  (.)    
95   SX-­m:  <5>yes  </5>  
96   SX-­m:  <6>hm  </6>  
97   S6:  <7>yah  </7>  
98   S7:   he  must   have   (.)   a   great   (deceive)   because   he   is   (.)   certainly  
traveling  a  lot  (.)    
99   SX-­m:  mhm  (.)    
100   S6:  yah  (7)  {eating  noises}  
101   S11:  and  a  patient  wife  (.)    
   (Extract  75:  VOICE  POcon549:  90-­101)  
  
In   this  case   the  element  of   repetition   is   found   in   the   fact   that   the  speakers   think  
that  the  person  in  question  has  to  travel  a  lot,  that  is  he  travels  again  and  again.    
  
5.2.3.4.  Converging  to  someone’s  speech  
  
Another  phenomenon   found   in   the  data   is  convergence.  When   talking  with  other  
speakers,   we   “[adjust]   our   communication   actions   relative   to   those   of   our  
conversation   partners”   (Giles   &   Coupland   1991:   60).   This   is   referred   to   as  
accommodation.   The   main   strategies   of   accommodation   are   convergence   and  
divergence.   Convergence   refers   to   means   of   adapting   one’s   speech   to   that   of  
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another  speaker  on  various  levels  while  divergence  refers  to  the  opposite.36  (Giles  
&  Coupland  1991:  62-­67)  As   for   instance  Cogo  and  Dewey   (2006:  70-­73)  show,  
convergent   accommodation   strategies   play   a   role   in   ELF   communication.  
Behaviours  of  convergence  enhance  efficiency   in  communication  and  can  signal  
agreement  with  others  (Cogo  &  Dewey  2006:  70).  
  
Convergence  is  also  a  function  that  I  see  as  emerging  from  the  data  of  VOICE,  yet  
it  is  not  especially  frequent.  With  regard  to  progressives,  convergence  means  that  
a  speaker  uses  one  or  more  progressives  and  another  speaker  accommodates  to  
this  by  using  progressives  too.  The  speaker  thus  positions  him-­  or  herself  not  in  an  
internal  way  to  the  situation,  but  to  another  speaker.  The  focus  is  on  the  use  of  the  
form  of   the  progressive  and  not  on   the  use  of   the  same  verb,  although   this  also  
happens  as   the   following  extract  shows.  S1  wanted   to  walk   to  a  certain  place   in  
Vienna,  but  all  the  Austrians  told  him  to  take  the  tram.    
  
653   S1:  i  know  it's  not  that  far    
654   S8:  it's  like  ten  minutes  <7>  or  </7>  less    
655   S1:  <7>yeah  </7>  
656   S1:   and   then   they   were   <imitating><8>  @@   <@>   are   you   going  
</@></8>   @@   <LNger>   zu   fuss?   {by   foot}   </LNger></imitating>  
@@  <1>  and  </1>  then  @@@@  and  <2>  i  said  yes  @  </2>  
657   S5:  <8>but  everybody  take  takes  the:</8>  
658   S8:  <1>yeah?</1>  
659   S5:  <2>but  ev-­  but  everybody  </2>  is  going  is  is  going  by  by  public  
transport  <3>  i  mean  </3>  (.)    
660   S1:  <3>yeah  </3>  
(Extract  76:  VOICE  LEcon562:  653-­660)  
  
S1   uses   a   progressive,   namely   are   you   going   to   relate   what   the   Austrians   he  
talked   to  asked  him.  S5  overlaps  with  S1   in   this   sequence  and  he  wants   to  say  
that  in  Vienna  nobody  walks  but  people  use  the  public  transport  instead.  He  starts  
off  with  everybody  take  takes  but  then  accommodates  to  S1’s  speech  by  using  a  
progressive  too,  even  with  the  same  verb  namely  going  which  he  also  repeats.    
    
The  most  interesting  example  of  convergence  in  the  data  is,  however,  found  in  the  
following  extracts  and  stretches  over  many  lines  of  conversation.  The  extracts  are  
taken   from   a   conversation   concerned   with   different   traditions;;   part   of   the   first  
extract  has  already  been  presented  as  an  example  of  the  historic  progressive.  At  
                                                                                        
36  There   is  also  a  third  category,  namely   ‘maintenance’.  This  refers  to  not  modifying  the  way  one  
speaks  (Cogo  &  Dewey  2006:  70),  yet  this  “is  in  effect  a  type  of  divergence“  (Cogo  &  Dewey  2006:  
70).  
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the   beginning   of   the   extract   S6   is   explaining   what   the   so-­called   Sternsinger,  
carollers   at   epiphany,   are.   By   doing   so,   she   clearly   makes   heavy   use   of  
progressives.      
  
193   S6:  at  the  <9>  sixth  of  january  we  have  </9>  (1)    
194   S3:   <L1ger><9>die   sternsinger   sind   eine   imitation   </9>   von   den  
heiligen  <10>  drei   koenigen  </10>   {the  carollers  are  an   imitation  of  
the  three  kings}  </L1ger>  
195   S6:   <10>yeah   those   </10>   people   who   are   walking   around   and  
imitating  as  they  would  be  the  =    
196   S7:   =   er   and   on   the   sixth   of   january   <2>   is   the:</2><3>   the   kings
   </3>  
197   S1:  <2>three  kings  </2>  
198   S6:  <3>the  three  kings  </3>  yeah?  =    
199   S1:  =  the  three  kings.  that's  <4>  looking  for  </4>  
200   S7:  <4>three  kings  </4>  
201   S6:  <4>and  they  are  </4>  singing  =    
202   S5:  =  but  =    
203   S6:  =  christmas  carols  and  something  <11>  like  that  </11>  
204   S5:  <11>what  <un>  xx  </un></11>  
205   S3:  and  collect  <6>  all  the  </6>  
206   S6:  <6>and   they  are   </6>  walking   from  door   to  door  and  <7>  you  
have  to  give  them  </7>  some  (.)    
207   S5:  <7>what's  what's  </7>  
208   S6:   <1>cents?   some   <L1ger>   groschen   @@   schillinge   {penny  
shilling}  </L1ger></1><2><un>  xxxx  </un></2>  
209   S5:  <1>it's  just  it's  just  our  day  we  have  off?</1>  
210   S7:  <2>now  yeah  </2>  
211   S5:  that  is  we  are  all  at  home?{parallel  conversations  continue}  
212   S6:  chocolates    
213   S7:  the  kings    
214   S5:  and  kids    
215   S6:  and  well  we  have  THIS  <3>  but  it's  </3>  
216   S7:  <3>the  three  kings  </3>  
217   S5:  ain't  this  (.)  funny?  
218   S7:  yeah    
219   S5:  like  the  three  kings  and  then  they're  coming  (.)  <4>  from  door  to  
door  </4>  
220   SS:  <4><un>xx  xx  xx  x  xxxx  </un></4>  
221   SX-­m:  <L1spa>xx  xx  xx  xxx  xxx  </L1spa>  
222   S5:  no  no  no  they  are  just  singing  {parallel  conversations  in  spanish}  
223   S7:  singing    
224   S5:  the  story  about  the  three  kings.  
(Extract  77:  VOICE  LEcon351:  193-­224)  
  
What   happens   in   this   stretch   of   conversation   is   that   after   S6   has   used   many  
progressives  describing  what  the  Sternsinger  do,  in  line  219  another  speaker,  S5,  
takes  over  and  briefly  gives  further  explanations.  He  also  uses  the  progressive  and  
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thus  converges   to  S6’s  speech.  This  progressive   is  even  echoed  by  yet  another  
speaker,  namely  S7.    
  
More   interesting,   however,   is   how   the   conversation   continues.   A   few   lines   later,  
the  conversation  turns  to  Nikolaus  and  the  Krampus,  again  traditional  figures.  This  
time  S5  explains  who  these  figures  are  and  what  they  do  –  using  progressives.  
  
241   S5:  do  you  no  <L1ger>  krampus?  {devil-­like  creature  accompanying  
st.  nicholas}  </L1ger>  
242   S7:  <soft><L1spa>que  {what}  </L1spa>  krampus  no  </soft>  
243   S5:  like  you  sometimes  look  in  the  morning?  @@@  @@@  @@    
244   S6:  n:  no:  
245   S4:  <L1ger>was  sind  das  wieder  intime  bekenntnisse  {which  kind  of  
intimate  confessions  are  these}  </L1ger>  (3)  {parallel  conversation  in  
spanish  to  explain  S4's  sentence}  
246   S5:   no   a   <L1ger>   krampus   {devil-­like   creature   accompanying   st.  
nicholas}  </L1ger>  is  erm  (.)  it's  coming  with  the  <L1ger>  nikolaus?  
{st  nicholas}  </L1ger>  (1)  {spanish  conversation  goes  on}  
247   S6:  @  @    
248   S5:  and  then  there  is  the  mother  outside  talking  with  the  n-­  <un>  xx  
xx  xx  </un>  (3)  {parallel  conversations  in  spanish  continue}  and  then  
either  the  <L1ger>  nikolaus  {st  nicholas}  </L1ger>  is  coming  into  the  
living  room    
249   S4:  they  look  awful    
250   S5:  no   the  <L1ger>  nikolaus   {st  nicholas}  </L1ger>   is   looking  very  
<7>  nice  </7>  
251   S4:   <7><L1ger>na   {no}   </L1ger>   the   </7>   (.)   <L1ger>   krampus  
{devil-­like  creature  accompanying  st.  nicholas}  </L1ger>  
252   S5:   the   <L1ger>   krampus?   {devil-­like   creature   accompanying   st.  
nicholas}   </L1ger>   (.)   <8>   the   </8><L1ger>   krampus   {devil-­like  
creature  accompanying  st.  nicholas}  </L1ger>  has  these  (.)    
253   S3:  <8><L1ger>ich  glaub  der  {i  think  the}  </L1ger></8>  
254   S5:  wooden  sticks  in  her  in  his  hand  and  (.)  <1>  if  </1>  
255   S6:  <1>he's  hurting  </1>  you  all  the  time  =    
   (Extract  78:  VOICE  LEcon351:  241-­255)  
  
Thus,   in   this   conversation   the   progressive   has   successfully   been  established  by  
S6  as  a  way  of  talking  about  traditions  and  S5  has  clearly  accommodated  to  this  
mode  of   speaking.  Moreover,   in   the   last   utterance  of   the   last   extract  S6   speaks  
again  and  adds  something  to  the  explanation,  namely  he’s  hurting  you  all  the  time  
and  thus  again  uses  a  progressive.  
  
5.2.3.5.  Expressing  identification    
  
There   is   another   function   that   I   found   in   the   data,   namely   expressing   personal  
identification  with  the  situation.  This  is  another  way  of  realizing  internal  positioning,  
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yet  in  this  case  expressing  an  emotional  internal  position.  As  I  will  show,  there  is  a  
range   of   examples   where   this   could   be   the   function   that   motivates   using   the  
progressive.  However,  although   I  consider   it  an   interesting  concept,   the  question  
arises  whether  it  is  really  an  independent  and  relevant  function  of  the  progressive  
in  ELF.  This  cannot  be  decided  on  the  basis  of  the  data  I  analyzed.    
  
Identification   is  probably  most  clearly  noticeable  when  the  progressive   is  used   in  
reference   to  a  group  of   people  with  whom   the   speaker   indentifies   in   some  way.  
These  groups  can  consist   of   a   small   number  of   people,  but  are  often   larger,   for  
instance  a  group  of  students  who  study  a  certain  subject  or  the  entire  population  of  
a  country.  For  detecting  identification  as  a  function,  the  extra  information  provided  
by  the  corpus  on  the  identities  of  the  speakers  (such  as  nationality  or  profession)  
has  proven  to  be  vital.    
  
In   the   following   extract,   taken   from   a   stretch   of   conversation   on   language  
differences,   the   function   of   identification   is   illustrated.   The   conversation   takes  
place  between  Austrians,  Argentineans  and  a  speaker  from  Spain.  They  have  just  
been   talking   about   the   fact   that   Argentineans   do   not   like   to   be   referred   to   as  
‘Spanish’,  although  their  mother  tongue  is  Spanish.  S4  then  compares  this  to  the  
situation  of  Austrians  being  mistaken  for  Germans  and  S7  uses  a  progressive   to  
express  why  this  is  so.    
  
25   S4:   <2>think   about   it   </2>   when   somebody   tells   us   (.)   well   you're  
german  i  say  no  my  GOD  i'm  austrian.  (1)  
26   S7:  thanks  god  not  @  =  
27   S3:  =  no  =  
28   S2:  =  yeah  but  (.)  but  we  are  speaking  german?  (.)  
29   S7:  no  
30   S4:  but   if   somebody   tells  me   in  your   restaurant  well  <3><imitating>  
are   you   from   germany   </imitating></3>   (.)   i   said   <imitating>   NO  
:</imitating>  =  
31   S2:   =   yeah   but   i'm   a   teacher   <3>   of   german   </3>   not   of   <4>  
AUSTRIAN  </4>  
32   S4:  <3>i'm  from  austria  </3>  
33   S3:   <4>wh-­   WHY   </4>   is   that   is   that   it's   like   an   offense   or
   something?  
34   S5:  yes  <9>  it  is  </9>  
(Extract  79:  VOICE  LEcon352:  25-­34)  
  
As  the  Austrian  speaker  S4  says,  Austrians  usually  do  not  want  to  be  mistaken  for  
Germans.  S2,  who  is  also  Austrian,  agrees,  yet  adds  but  we  are  speaking  german.  
German  is  the  language  spoken  in  Austria  and  the  official  language  of  the  country.  
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That  there  is  no  ‘Austrian’   language  even  though  some  might  think  so,37  leads  to  
Austrians  being  mistaken  for  Germans.  By  using  the  progressive,  the  speaker  not  
only   expresses   that   although   Austrians   have   their   own   identity,   they   speak  
German.  The  use  of  this  form  also  suggests  identification  with  what  she  says,  as  
S2   is   part   of   the   group   she   refers   to   and   identifies   with.   The   pronoun  we   also  
indicates  this  identification.  
  
In   the   following   stretch   of   conversation,   the   speakers   are   talking   about   the  
countries   they   come   from   and   at   the   particular   moment   about   the   number   of  
inhabitants   the   countries   have.  When   describing   where   the   inhabitants   live   with  
regard   to   Norway,   a   progressive   is   used   that   could   again   be   motivated   by   the  
function  of  identification.    
  
963   S6:   toRONto   (1)   like   the  <spel>  g   t  a  </spel><1>  which  </1>   is   the  
greater  toronto  area  <fast>  which  is  </fast>  (.)    
964   S1:  <1>mhm  </1>  
965   S6:   kind   of   (.)   big   <@>   not   very   big   </@>   (.)   has   SEVEN  million  
people  @@@  (.)    
966   S1:  a  small  area:  (1)  yeah.  (.)  but:  yeah  =    
967   S6:  =  <fast>but  i  mean  </fast>  norway  is  not  very  big  (.)  <2>  i  mean  
</2>  so  <un>  xx  </un>  =    
968   S1:  <2>no  </2>  
969   S1:   =   and   we   er   the   er   the:   entire   country   er   almost   (.)   is   e:r   (.)  
covered  by  mountains   (1)   so:   there's  no  one   living   in   the  middle  of  
the  country  everyone  is  living  on  the  coast  or    
970   S6:  o:h  yeah  =    
971   S1:  =  in:  some  e:r  in  er  (.)  valleys  and  stuff  =    
972   S6:  =   that's   that's   like  canada  actually  apparently   (.)  e:rm  (.)  eighty-­
five  per  cent  (.)  of  the  population  lives  within  (.)  two:<un>  xxx  </un>  
of  (.)  american  border    
(Extract  80:  VOICE  LEcon562:  963-­972)  
  
S6   is   describing   the   situation   in   his   own   country,   i.e.   Norway.   He   states   that  
because  of  the  geographical  conditions,  only  a  small  part  is  populated:  everyone  is  
living  on  the  coast  or  in  some  valleys  and  stuff.  Now,  everyone   is  a  pronoun  that  
automatically   suggests   a   large   number   of   people   and   in   this   conversation   the  
speaker  refers  to  the  entire  population  of  Norway,  around  5  million  people  (as  S6  
mentions  earlier  line  940).  The  speaker  is  part  of  this  group  and  this  is  a  situation  
                                                                                        
37  During  the  NATO-­summit  in  April  2009  in  Strasbourg/Kehl  US-­President  Barack  Obama  spoke  of  
‘Austrian’   as   if   it   were   a   language   (see   YOUTUBE   video   “Barack   Obama   thinks   Austrian   is   a  
language”   and   Pershing   2009).   It   should   be   noted   that   the   language   spoken   in   Austria   is  
considered  a  variety  of  German  and  not  a  distinct  language  and  is  sometimes  referred  to  with  the  
term  ‘Austrian  German’.  This  is  similar  to  referring  to  American  English  as  ‘American’.    
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close   to   his   own   experience   as   he   himself   is   from   Norway   –   and   as   what   he  
describes  is  valid  for  everyone,  he  is  also  included  in  this  group  of  people.  Also  in  
this  case  the  progressive  could  express  identification.  
  
Identification  does,  however,  not  necessarily  mean  being  part  of  the  group  referred  
to  as  the  following  extract  shows.  The  participants  are  professionals  who  work  in  
higher   education,   most   of   which   represent   a   European   organization   (VOICE  
POcon543:  Header).  They  are  talking  about  different  networks  and  who  does  (not)  
participate  in  them.    
  
122   S6:  are  these  expert  panels  or  (.)  who  <un>  xx  </un>  =    
123   S1:  =  well  next  door  is  e:r  {parallel  conversation  between  S5  and  S3  
stops}  (.)  an  expert  panel  er  doing  er  something  in  vocational  training  
actually   with   a   former   er   (1)   danish   minister   of   fiNANCE   a   very  
important  man  in  his  time  as  as  chair  (.)  a  very  (efficient)  chair  hh  and  
over   there   is   the   [org2]   network   (1)   you   know   (.)   what's   [org2]  
<2><un>  xxxx  </un></2>  
124   S7:  <2>n-­  the  finns  </2>  are  not  (.)  participating  in  that    
125   S1:  no  but  it's  the  first  meeting  was  in  finland  (er)  wasn't  it    
126   S7:   no   <3>   no   no   the   f-­   @   the   finns   have   never   been   part   of   it  
</3><loud><4>   it's   </4><5>   a:</5>   it's   a:   network   like   our   nordic  
network   in   high   education   but   in   adult   education   and   er   flexible  
learning  </loud>  
127   S1:   <3>no   that   was   in   <un>   xx   </un>   no   <soft><un>   xx   x   x  
</un></soft></3>  
128   S6:  <4><soft>o:h  </soft></4>  
129   SX-­5:  <5>but  </5>  
130   S5:  o:h  (1)    
(Extract  81:  VOICE  POcon543:  122-­130)  
  
Talking   about   a   certain   organization   here   referred   to   as   ‘Organization   2’,   S7  
remarks   that   the   finns   are   not   participating   in   that,   i.e.   in   this   particular  
organization.   What   is   interesting   here   is   that   the   finns   refers   to   Finnish  
representatives  who  would   take  part   in   the   network,  which   in   turn   represent   the  
higher  education  sector  in  Finland.  In  this  extract  a  progressive  is  used  that  could  
be  motivated   by   the   function   of   expressing   identification,   yet   in   the   case   it   is   a  
Danish   speaker   who   uses   the   form.   This   is,   however,   a   group   of   people   the  
speaker  can  identify  with,  even  though  she  is  not  part  of  it:  because  she  works  in  
higher  education  and  takes  part  in  networks,  she  can  relate  to  the  finns.  
  
It  has  been  noted   that   identification   is  most  visible  when   the  speaker   refers   to  a  
group  of  people,  but  looking  at  the  data  reveals  that  it  does  not  necessarily  have  to  
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be  people,  as  the  following  case  will  show.  In  this  extract  the  speakers  are  talking  
about  the  night  bus  system  in  Vienna.    
  
2850   S7:   no   no   there's   like   (.)   i   (.)   don't   know   how  many   there's  maybe  
twenty  lines  or  so  (1)  so  you  you  only  have  to  know  (1)  the  one  that's  
going  to  YOUR  home  (1)    
2851   S4:  all  right  (2)    
2852   S7:  and  THAT  might  =    
2853   S4:  =  <soft>yeah  <un>  xxxxxxxxxx  </un>   is  going   to  my  home  (1)   i  
mean  then  <un>  xx  </un>  maybe  <un>  xxxxxxxxxxxx  </un>  change  
the  <4><un>  x  </un></4></soft>  (.)    
2854   S7:  <4>a:h  </4>    
2855   S7:   no   the   funny   thing   is   (1)   pretty   much   of   ALL   of   the   lines   are  
going   along   (1)   <L1ger>   ringstrasse   {big   street   in   central   vienna}  
</L1ger>   at   some   point   (.)   so   you   just   take   one   that   goes   to   the  
opera?  (1)  and  then  you  take  yours  (3)    
2856   S4:  <slow>okay?</slow>  (2)  
(Extract  82:  VOICE  LEcon560:  2850-­2856)  
  
As   S7   says,   pretty   much   all   of   the   lines   are   going   along   Ringstrasse.   S7   is  
Austrian,  the  conversation  is  recoded  in  Vienna,  so  the  speaker  knows  what  he  is  
talking  about  and   it  seems  that  he   is  speaking  from  experience,  having  used  the  
night   bus   system   himself.   The   speaker   can   identify   with   the   situation   as   this   is  
something  that  relates  to  his  experience  and  the  use  of  the  progressive  could  be  
seen  as  stressing  this.    
  
5.2.3.6.  Enhancing  evaluation  
  
In  the  data  there  are  cases  where  the  progressive  seems  to  be  used  for  enhancing  
the  speaker’s  evaluation  of   the  situation.  With   regard   to   this   function   the   internal  
positioning  is  realized  as  the  speaker’s  attitude  towards  the  situation.  However,   it  
should  be  noted  that  such  cases  are  rather  infrequent  in  the  data  and  therefore,  it  
does  not  emerge  very  clearly.  More  research  is  needed  to  establish  whether  this  is  
really  a  central  and  independent  function  of  the  progressive  in  ELF  in  general.  
  
Among   the   canonical   functions   the   so-­called   ‘serial   states’   usually   express   a  
disapproving   overtone,   yet   in   these   cases   the   progressive   is   combined   with   an  
adjunct  like  always  or  continually  which  means  that  the  action  happens  constantly  
(Huddleston  &  Pullum  2002:  166-­167).  However,  as  examples  from  my  data  show,  
the  progressive  might  also  be  used  without  such  an  adjective   for  actions   that  do  
not  happen  constantly   to  enhance  a  speaker’s  attitude.   Interestingly,   in  his  study  
on  learner  English  Eriksson  (2008:  205)  also  found  this  phenomenon  in  his  data,  
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yet  because  he  has  a  different  perspective,  he  does  not  pursue   this   further  and  
regards  the  cases  as  ‘misuse’.    
  
Enhancing  evaluation  could  have  motivated  using   the  progressive   for   instance   in  
the  following  case.  The  speakers  have  been  talking  about  the  political  situation  in  
their   countries   and   at   the   end   of   the   conversation   they   turn   to   the   role   of   the  
media,  here  talking  about  it  in  general,  not  referring  to  a  specific  country,  and  that  
they  also  influence  the  way  people  vote.    
  
228   S1:  =  yeah  public  opinion  sometimes  is  (.)  very  (.)    
229   S2:  yeah  (.)  too:<3>  influe-­  </3>  
230   S1:  <3>different  </3>  than  me  yeah  (.)    
231   S2:   but   also   very   different   than   they   ARE   (1)   it's   like   (.)   they   are  
influenced  by  something  (.)  by  fear  for  example    
232   S1:  yeah    
233   S2:   they  always  use   fear  and   (1)   in   the  media  and  er   (.)  politicians  
use  fear  to  say  oh  (.)  this  is  so  dangerous  (.)    
234   S1:  i  know    
235   S2:  so  people  are  (.)  voting  out  of  ignorance  (.)  rather  than  out  of  =    
236   S1:  =  yeah  (.)  very  much  out  of  not  knowing  and  =    
237   S2:  =  yeah    
238   S1:  trying  to  keep  things  as  they  think  it  was  or    
(Extract  83:  VOICE  LEcon227:  228-­238)  
  
From  this  stretch  of  conversation  it  becomes  clear  that  the  speaker  thinks  it  is  not  
good  that  media  and  politicians  have  so  much  influence  on  how  people  vote  and  
use   fear   to  manipulate   them.  The   speaker   thus   has   a   negative   attitude   towards  
this  situation  and  so  in  this  stretch  the  progressive  enhances  the  speaker’s  attitude  
towards  the  fact  that  people  do  not  make  informed  choices  when  voting.    
  
In  the  following  example  a  speaker  is  talking  about  Canada  and  its  language  policy  
that  also  has  influences  on  the  province  Alberta.    
  
2162   S6:  and  our  country  is  completely  bilingual    
2163   S4:  yeah  (.)    
2164   S6:  <3>so  </3>  like  i'm  from  al-­  alberta  (.)    
2165   S5:  <3>well  </3>  
2166   S6:  which  is  three  thousand  kilometres  away  from  (.)  quebec  (.)    
2167   S4:  yeah    
2168   S6:   an:d   they're   forcing   (.)   GOVernment   workers   in   alberta   (.)   to  
learn  french  (.)  when:  no  one  in  alberta  speaks  french    
2169   S5:  yeah  because  they  should  (.)  should  be  able  to  speak  it    
2170   S3:  yeah    
2171   S6:  yeah  (1)  but  that's  in  a  perfect  world    
2172   S5:  yeah  (.)    
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2173   S6:   like   if   (.)   if   it   really   was   bilingual   all   over   the   country   i   think   it  
would  make  more  sense  (1)  but  (1)  i  don't  know  <4>  that's  just  </4>  
my  opinion  (.)    
(Extract  84:  VOICE  LEcon562:  2162-­2173)  
  
By   using   the   progressive   they’re   forcing   the   speaker’s   attitude   towards   the  
situation   is   emphasized.   As   it   becomes   clear   from   lines   2171   and   2173,   the  
speaker   regards  what  he  describes  as  unnecessary.  The  use  of   the  progressive  
thus  can  be  seen  as  enhancing  the  negative,  emotive  overtone.    
  
5.2.4.  Communicative  effectiveness  of  the  progressives  
  
It   has   already   been   mentioned   that   the   essential   issues   when   dealing   with   the  
progressive   in   ELF   are   the   functions   it   expresses   and   whether   it   is  
communicatively  effective  or  not.  The  former  aspect  has  already  been  dealt  with,  
the  latter  will  be  addressed  in  more  detail  in  this  section.    
  
The  question  of  communicative  effectiveness   is  essential   for  ELF.  As  Hülmbauer  
(2007:   8)   puts   it,   in   ELF   “[t]he   focus   is   clearly   on   understanding,   with   mutual  
intelligibility   being,   by   definition,   the   most   important   criterion   in   lingua   franca  
communication.“38  Communicative  effectiveness  is  in  ELF  thus  also  an  issue  with  
regard  to  a  structure  like  the  progressive.  But  how  is  communicative  effectiveness  
manifested,  how  can  it  be  detected  in  actual  data?  Essentially,  a  structure  which  is  
effective  does  not  cause  communication  problems.  Therefore,  I  have  looked  at  the  
progressives   in   context   and   tried   to   establish   precisely   whether   they   cause  
communication  problems  or  not.  
  
The   issue   of   communication   problems   has   already   been   dealt   with   in   ELF  
research   (see   for   instance  Meierkord   1996,   House   1999,   Mauranen   2006,   Pitzl  
2010)  and   interestingly,  generally   few   instances  of   it  were   found   (Pitzl  2010:  26-­
27).  Different  terms  are  used  to  refer  to  the  phenomenon  in  ELF  but  here  I  will,  like  
Pitzl   (2010:   30),   use   ‘miscommunication’   as   the   umbrella   term.39   Basically,   “[a]  
miscommunication  may  be  said  to  take  place  when  there  is  a  mismatch  between  
the  speaker’s  intention  and  the  hearer’s  interpretation”  (Milroy  1984:  8).  Following  
Bremer  (1996:  40),  Pitzl  (2010:  31)  distinguishes  two  kinds  of  miscommunication,  
                                                                                        
38  For  a  detailed  study  on  communicative  effectiveness  in  relation  to  lexicogrammatical  correctness  
see  Hülmbauer  (2010).  
39  For  a  detailed  list  on  the  terms  found  in  literature  see  Pitzl  (2010:  9).    
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namely  non-­understanding  and  misunderstanding;;  the  difference  between  the  two  
is   constituted   in   whether   the   participants   know   that   miscommunication   is  
happening  or  not.  While  in  cases  of  non-­understandings  “the  listener  realises,  that  
s/he   cannot   make   sense   of   (part   of)   an   utterance”   (Bremer   1996:   40,   my  
emphasis),  this  is  not  the  case  with  regard  to  misunderstandings.    
  
It   goes   without   saying   that   if   not   even   the   speakers   are   aware   of  
miscommunication,   it   is   extremely   difficult   for   the   analyst   to   detect   it.  Moreover,  
even  when  speakers  are  aware  of   it,   i.e.   in  the  case  of  non-­understandings,  they  
can  use  very  subtle  ways  of  signalling   that:  Pitzl   (2010)  bases  her  analysis  on  a  
model   by   Vasseur,   Broeder   &   Roberts   (1996:   77)40   in   which   different   ways   of  
signalling   non-­understanding   are   arranged   on   a   continuum   from   indirect  
‘symptoms’   to   explicit   ‘signals’.   The   less   explicit   they   are,   the  more  ambiguity   is  
involved.  Indirect  signalling  includes  for  instance  ‘overriding’  or  ‘minimal  feedback’  
which  can  clearly  also  be   interpreted  as  symptoms  of  something  else  other   than  
miscommunication   (Vasseur,   Broeder   &   Roberts   1996:   77-­78).   All   this   makes  
instances   of   miscommunication   complex   to   detect   for   the   analyst.   Thus,   as  
Hülmbauer  (2010:  48)  concludes,    
  
there  are  no  hard  and   fast   rules   for   recognising  communication  problems.  
The  interpretation  of  conversational  elements  and  particular  features  is   left  
to  the  individual,  as  things  are  probably  not  even  totally  clear  to  the  persons  
involved  in  the  talk.    
  
In   my   analysis   of   the   communicative   effectiveness   of   progressives   I   have   thus  
focused  on  cases  where  it  is  clear  that  non-­understanding  is  taking  place  and  thus  
concentrated  on  more  explicit  signals  of  the  participants,  bearing  the  categories  on  
the  continuum  by  Vasseur,  Broeder  &  Roberts  (1996:  77)  in  mind.    
  
What   the   analysis   of   my   data   shows   is   that   the   listeners   often   react   to   the  
utterance   in  which   the  progressive  was  used   in  some  way,   for   instance  by  short  
comments,   by   taking   up   the   issue   and   adding   something   or   by   asking   further  
questions.  This  seems  to  indicate  understanding.    
  
However,  some  progressives  were   involved   in  cases  of  non-­understanding,  such  
as   the   following   one.   The   speakers   have   been   talking   about   an   upcoming  
                                                                                        
40  See  Pitzl  (2005:  55)  for  an  adapted  model.    
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presentation.   In   this   extract   S4   uses   a   rather   explicit   way   of   signalling   non-­
understanding,  namely  haeh  (line  289)  with  rising  intonation.    
  
278   S4:   <4>i   have   a   presentation   </4>   no   i'm   have   a   presentation   in
   german  @@    
279   S2:  <5>okay?</5>  
280   S1:  <5>oh  </5>  
281   S4:  ye:ah    
282   S1:  i've  already  done  <6>  that  </6>  
283   S2:  <6>good  </6>  luck  (.)  i  have  it  <1>  tomorrow  </1>  
284   S4:  <1>i've  got  </1>  (.)  i  got  like  a  pictures  from  the  internet?  (.)    
285   S1:  oh  (well)  that's  nice    
286   S4:  yeah  them  okay  <7>  they're  <un>  xx  </un>  (the)  </7>  pictures    
287   S1:  <7>i'm  doing  </7>  
288   S1:  what  are  you  doing  on?  (.)  
289   S4:  haeh?  (.)  
290   S1:  what  are  you  doing  your  presentation  =  
291   S4:  =  my  hometown  <1>  @@@  </1>  
292   S2:  <1>ok-­   i  am  doing   it  </1>  on   the   festival  of  <L1rum>  sighisora
   </L1rum>  (.)  
(Extract  85:  VOICE  EDcon4:  278-­292)  
  
In  this  extract,  the  question  what  are  you  doing  on  causes  non-­understanding  and  
this   is   clearly   signalled   by   the   listener.   However,   looking   at   the   example   more  
closely  shows  that  it  is  not  the  progressive  itself  that  causes  unclarity.  It  seems  to  
be  unclear  what   the  utterance  what  are  you  doing  on  as  a  whole   refers   to.  This  
might   be   because   although   the   speakers   have   been   talking   about   the  
presentation,   they  have   turned   to   the   issue  of  using  pictures   immediately  before  
the  utterance   in  question.  Thus,  S1  does  not  give  enough  contextual   information  
for   S4.   That   the   progressive   is   not   the   cause   of   the   non-­understanding   is   also  
indicated   by   the   way   S1   resolves   the   situation,   namely   by   repeating   nearly   the  
same   structure   and   adding   what   she   perceives   as   missing   (your   presentation).  
Thus,  a  progressive  is  used  for  resolving  a  case  of  non-­understanding.    
  
Something  similar  is  also  observable  in  the  following  case.  The  speaker  is  talking  
about  the  floods  in  Venice.    
  
34   S1:  i   look  to  people  (.)  but  i   liked  (.)   i   i   look  to  (.)   i   look  at  people  (.)  
who  are  walking  without   shoes   in   this   (.)  water   and   i   <ono>  mmm:  
</ono>  (1)    
35   S2:   but   those   are   only   the   tourists   <1>   who   </1>   do   <@>   that
   right?</@>  
36   S1:  <1>yes  </1>  
37   S1:  yes  (.)    
38   S2:  so  are  they  bothering  you?  (.)    
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39   S1:  sorry?  
40   S2:  are  they  (.)  er  disturbing  you?  (.)  the  tourists  (.)    
41   S1:  no  (.)  no  no  no  (.)  it's  e:r  (.)  the  only  (.)  thing  to  do  is  to  (.)  erm  (.)  
to  walk  er  in  e::r  (.)  to  go  in  places  different  from  tourist  and  <2>  (to  
choose  as   i  said)  </2>   to   to  choose  different  ways  (as  each  match)  
<un>  x  </un>  it's  not  a  problem  er  (.)    
42   S2:  <2>mhm  </2>  
(Extract  86:  VOICE  LEcon405:  34-­42)  
  
In  this  case  there  is  again  an  explicit  signal  of  non-­understanding  in  reaction  to  an  
utterance   with   a   progressive,   namely   sorry.   To   resolve   it,   S2   reformulates   the  
question  by  selecting  a  different  verb,  but  still  uses  the  progressive.  Moreover,  the  
tourists  is  added  to  also  make  sure  that  it  is  clear  what  they  refers  to.  Thus,  in  this  
case  S2   perceives   the   problem   as   lying   in   the   verb   used   and   possibly   again   in  
unclear  reference,  yet  not  in  the  use  of  the  progressive.  These  cases  illustrate  that  
if  the  progressive  is  found  in  an  instance  of  non-­understanding,  it  does  not  seem  to  
trigger  it.  
  
Also  in  cases  where  the  progressive  is  found  with  zero  be  there  is  no  evidence  for  
the   form   itself   causing   non-­understanding.   In   the   following   extract,   the   speakers  
who  are  sitting   in  a  study  booth  at   the  university   library  have  been   talking  about  
some   rather   strange   topics   and   so   S2   wonders   what   the   other   people  must   be  
thinking  about  them.    
  
241   S2:   the   people   must   be   think   <6>   what   these   students   </6><7>  
talking  about  </7><1><@>  you  know?</@>  @@  </1>  
242   S3:  <6><un>xxxx  x  </un></6><7>  @@@  </7>  
243   S1:  <7>yeah  they're  </7><1>  they're  probably  going  </1>  (.)  no  <to  
S4>   it's  okay  don't  worry  we  erm  (.)  nice   lady  with   the  blue  {S1  hits  
the  table  once}  eyes  we  are   just  a   little  bit   insane  {S1  hits   the  table  
once}<fast>   you   know  </fast>   school   {S1   hits   the   table   once}   does  
that  to  you.</to  S4>  
(Extract  87:  VOICE  EDcon496:  241-­243)  
  
This  is  a  case  of  zero  be  and  probably  what  are  these  students  talking  about  was  
intended.  However,   this  does  not  cause  non-­understanding  as  S1   takes  up  what  
S2  said,  reacting  to  it.  
  
The   progressive   can   also   not   be   identified   as   the   cause   of   non-­understandings  
with   regard   to   progressives   that   are   further   away   from   a   prototypical   use   as  
considered  canonical  in  grammars  of  native  speaker  English.  Even  the  use  of  the  
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non-­existing  verb   frauding   does  not  cause  non-­understanding.   In   this  extract   the  
speaker  is  talking  about  the  trick  people  in  the  Netherlands  use  to  pay  lower  taxes.    
  
1066   S3:  <1>a  lot  of  people  </1>  are  <pvc>  frauding  </pvc>  also  (.)  
      students  are  <pvc>  frauding  </pvc>  with   that  be<2>cause  they  are
      </2>  
1067   S4:  <2>yeah  i  </2>  could  imagine  =    
1068   S3:  =   registering   (.)   registering  som:ewhere   (.)  e:r  with  a   friend?   (.)  
e:rm  at   their  house  (.)   in   like  say   in  amsterdam  (.)  hh  and  then:   live  
with   their   parents   but   they   get   more   money   but   (.)   now   it's   really  
difficult  because  every  half  a  year  you  have  to  prove  that  you're  living    
1069   S4:  yah    
1070   S3:  e:rm  e:r  =    
1071   S4:  =  on  your  own  =    
1072   S3:  =  on  your  own  (.)  hh  so  erm  (.)   there  have  been   (.)   there  have  
been  okay  like  good  regulations  er  for  that  <soft>  because  <3>  (yah)  
</3></soft>  
   (Extract  88:  VOICE  EDcon521:  1066-­1072)  
  
Also   in   this   case   the   listener   S4   reacts   to   the   utterance   with   the   progressive,  
indicating  that  he  understood  what  S3  has  just  said  by  yeah  I  could  imagine.    
  
To  conclude,  in  the  data  there  is  no  evidence  of  the  progressive  form  itself  causing  
non-­understanding,  irrespective  of  its  function  or  its  form.  The  progressive  is  thus  
in  all  its  forms,  including  cases  of  zero  be,  and  with  all  the  functions  it  can  express  
clearly  communicatively  effective  in  my  ELF  data.    
  
5.3.  Concluding  remarks  
  
For   the   qualitative   analysis   of   my   data   from   VOICE   I   have   taken   a   different  
approach  than  Ranta  (2006)  as  I  have  argued  that  two  aspects  are  most  relevant  
when  analysing  the  progressive  in  ELF  qualitatively:  the  functions  it  expresses  and  
whether  it  is  communicatively  effective  or  not.  
  
The  analysis  with  regard  to  what   it  expresses  shows  that   the  progressives   in  my  
data  can  have  a  range  of  different  functions.  Some  of  them  are  found  in  grammars  
of  native  speaker  English  and  can  thus  be  considered  canonical.  These  functions  
certainly  play  a  role  in  my  ELF  data  as  the  examples  show.  Also  in  Ranta’s  (2006:  
106)  study  they  are  frequently  found.  However,  she  takes  a  different  approach  and  
divides  all  progressives  under  analysis  in  cases  which  ‘conform’  to  ENL  rules  and  
those  which  do  not.  The  result  of  this  analysis  is  that  “[t]he  majority  of  the  cases  in  
ELFA   (87   %)   [...]   fell   into   the   typical   categories   of   use   for   the   progressive  
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described   in   traditional  grammars“  (Ranta  2006:  106).  These  cases  thus  express  
what   I   call   canonical   functions.   Which   functions   are   found   is,   however,   not  
mentioned  but  that  they  play  an  important  role  is  clear.    
  
First  of  all,  this  seems  to  imply  that  ELF  speakers  are  aware  of  the  functions  there  
are   in   native   speaker   English   and   also   use   them   when   communicating   in   ELF  
interactions.   Moreover,   ELF   speakers   use   also   more   specialized   facets   of  
meaning,   such   as   expressing   serial   states   as   a   specialized   interpretation   of  
duration.   This   shows   that   the   use   of   progressives   in   ELF   is   not   ‘simplified’   or  
‘reduced’   compared   to   the   use   of   progressives   ENL.   On   the   contrary,   in   the  
examples   from  VOICE  also   other   functions,  which   can   then   be   considered   non-­
canonical,  were  found  such  as  adding  emphasis  or  the  historic  progressive.  
  
I   have   argued   that   essentially   all   functions   found   in   the   ELF   data   actualize   the  
same  basic   criterion   of  meaning   in   the   sense   of   an   underlying   virtual   language,  
namely  ‘internal  positioning’.  The  different  sections  have  demonstrated  that  indeed  
all   functions,  whether   canonical   or  not,   are  actualizations  of   ‘internal   positioning’  
and  that  the  use  of  the  progressive  in  ELF  is  thus  based  on  the  underlying  virtual  
language.  Essentially,   the   analysis   concerned  with   the   different   functions   shows  
that   the   ELF   speakers   in   my   data   are   aware   of   the   underlying   potential   –   but  
realize  it  in  some  cases  differently  or  more  generously  than  it  is  done  in  ENL.    
  
What  Widdowson  (1997:  146,  original  emphasis)  remarks  with  regard  to   learners  
is  in  this  sense  thus  also  true  for  ELF  users:  
  
learners  do  not  simply  learn  the  actual  encoded  forms  they  are  exposed  to,  
or   instructed   in,   but   learn   from   the   language:   they   go   beyond   the   actual  
input  to  the  underlying  virtual  resource.    
  
As   the   different   sections   on   non-­canonical   functions   with   their   examples   have  
shown,  with   regard   to   the  progressive   the  ELF  speakers   in  my  data  certainly  go  
beyond  ENL  use  by  actualizing  the  underlying  resource  in  different  ways.  
  
The   last   section   on   communicative   effectiveness   reveals   that   the   progressive  
could   in   none  of   the   cases   in   the  data  be   identified  as   the   cause  of   an  obvious  
non-­understanding.   It   seems   as   if,   despite   the   fact   that   the   progressive   has   a  
range  of  different  functions  and   is  also  found   in  different   forms,   i.e.  with  zero  be,  
communicative  effectiveness  is  given  in  all  instances.    
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The  qualitative  analysis  of  progressives  in  my  ELF  data  has  thus  shown  that  it  is  a  
dynamic   category   that   can  have  a   large  variety  of   functions  based  on   the  same  
underlying   criterion   when   used   in   ELF   interaction.   Furthermore,   in   the   data   the  
progressive  is  also  communicatively  effective.  Of  course,  more  research  is  needed  
to  determine  which  of  the  functions  I  identified  are  also  relevant  for  ELF  in  general.  
As  I  have  pointed  out,  some  of  the  functions  are  found  more  frequently  and  seem  
to   emerge  more   clearly   as   functions   than  others.  Only   a   close  analysis   of  more  
and  different  data  can  show  whether  they  all  are  central  for  ELF  or  not.    
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6.  CONCLUSION    
  
The   progressive   is   a   grammatical   category   that   has   been  widely   discussed   and  
much   studied   with   regard   to   ENL,   the   New   Englishes   and   learner   English.  
However,   little   research   has   been   conducted   with   regard   to   the   progressive   in  
ELF.  This  may  have  to  do  with  the  fact  that  ELF  research  in  general  is  a  relatively  
new  field;;  moreover,  it  is  only  now  that  corpora  are  becoming  available  that  open  
up  new  possibilities  of  research.  In  this  study  I  hope  to  have  contributed  a  little  to  
this   new   field   by   trying   to   establish   how   the   progressive   is   used   in   ELF.   More  
specifically,  I  have  concentrated  on  the  forms  in  which  it  is  used  and  the  functions  
which  it  expresses.    
  
The  starting  point  for  my  analysis  was  the,  to  my  knowledge,  only  existing  study  on  
the  progressive  in  ELF  by  Ranta  (2006).  In  the  course  of  the  analysis  of  data  from  
VOICE   and   when   applying   Ranta’s   methods   I   came   across   different  
methodological   challenges   with   regard   to   working   with   my   ELF   data   that   might  
also  be  relevant  for  other  research  in  the  field  of  ELF  lexicogrammar.  First  of  all  it  
has   been   shown   that   determining   a   definite   number   of   occurrences   is   complex  
with  regard  to  the  progressive,  which  can  be  explained  by  the  nature  of  the  data,  
namely   highly   interactive   spoken   ELF.   Secondly,   with   regard   to   an   analysis   of  
functions,  the  initially  adopted  approach  that  focused  on  a  close  comparison  with  
ENL   rules  proved   to  be   inappropriate   for  dealing  with  a  grammatical  structure   in  
ELF.  All  this  shows  that  analyzing  the  progressive  and  ELF  data  in  general  really  
requires  rethinking  and  a  different  approach  suitable  for  ELF.  In  my  analysis  I  have  
thus  taken  ENL  rules  as  a  starting  point,  but  at  the  same  time  not  “forc[ed]  findings  
into  preconceived  categories”  (Seidlhofer  2009c:  40)  from  ENL.    
  
Moreover,  in  my  analysis  I  have  approached  the  progressive  via  the  form  and  not  
via  the  functions.  This  means  that  I  have  looked  for  occurrences  of  –ing  participles  
only.   However,   also   other   forms   can   express   functions   attributed   to   the  
progressive.  For  instance,  I’m  being  nice  which  expresses  that  this  is  a  temporary  
behaviour  could  also  be  expressed  by  a  construction  such  as   I’m  only  nice  now.  
Essentially,   they   both   express   temporariness,   but   their   formal   realizations   differ.  
Such   instances  have   thus  not  been  considered  but  could  be   the   focus  of   further  
research.    
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Coming   to   the   findings   of   my   study,   my   quantitative   analysis   shows   that   the  
progressive  is  not  a  minor  phenomenon  and  certainly  plays  a  role  in  my  ELF  data.  
This   makes   it   even   more   relevant   and   interesting   for   further   investigation.  
Moreover,  the  progressive  is  found  in  a  variety  of  forms  and  also  in  more  complex  
constructions.   Furthermore,   in   the   data   the   distribution   of   the   progressives   over  
different   verbs   is   wider   than   those   in   the   native   speaker   data,   a   tendency   also  
found  by  Ranta  (2006:  103).  What  all  this  shows  is  that  first  of  all  in  my  ELF  data  
the  progressive  is  used  in  a  variety  of  forms  and  secondly,  when  compared  to  the  
native  speaker  data  it  becomes  clear  that  ELF  is  certainly  not  a  simplified  form  of  
native  speaker  English.    
  
If  as  Comrie  (1976:  33)  claims  that,  in  contrast  to  other  languages,  the  progressive  
in   native   speaker   English   has   “an   unusually   wide   range”   of  meanings,   then   the  
progressive   in   ELF   has   an   even   more   unusually   wide   range   of   meanings.   My  
analysis   shows   that   the   speakers   in  my   data   use   the   progressive   to   express   a  
variety  of  different  functions.  Some  of  these  functions  are  also  found  in  grammars  
of   native   speaker   English,   such   as   duration.   However,   also   more   specialized  
facets   of  meaning   feature   in   the   data   as   has   been   demonstrated  with   regard   to  
serial  states.    
  
ELF  speakers   thus  exploit   the  range  of   functions  that  exists   in  ENL,  which  again  
shows   that   with   regard   to   the   progressive   ELF   is   not   a   simplified   form   of   ENL.  
Moreover,  it  is  also  not  a  copy  of  ENL.  On  the  contrary,  in  my  data  the  progressive  
is   also   used   to   express   functions   not   found   in   ENL   grammars.   Examples   are  
adding  emphasis  or  using  the  progressive  to  make  what  is  being  said  more  lively,  
what  I  have  called  the  historic  progressive.  However,  as  I  have  pointed  out,  some  
functions  emerge  more  clearly  from  the  data  than  others.  
  
In  my  analysis   I  have  drawn  on   the  concept  of   the  virtual   language   (Widdowson  
1997,  2003),  which   is  based  on   the   idea   that   in   language   there   is  an  underlying  
resource  that  can  be  actualized  in  various  ways  –  some  of  these  actualizations  are  
codified   while   others   are   not.   I   have   argued   that   the   progressive   essentially  
expresses   the   common   underlying   criterion   of   ‘internal   positioning’   towards   the  
situation.  My  results  suggest  that  ELF  speakers  realize  this  underlying  resource  it  
in  a  range  of  different  ways  –  some  actualizations  are  also  found  in  ENL  grammars  
and   some   not.   Therefore,   I   argue   that   what   is   ELF-­specific   with   regard   to   the  
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progressive   is   that   the  speakers  are  aware  of   the  underlying  semantics  but   they  
realize  it  more  generously  than  it  is  done  in  ENL.    
  
In  the  analysis  of  the  functions  I  have  attempted  to  reveal  what  motivates  the  use  
of  the  progressive  in  ELF.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  some  functions  that  I  found  
have  also  been   identified  by  other  researchers  as   important   for  ELF   interactions,  
namely  emphasis  (see   for   instance  Dewey  2007a:  339-­342)  and  accommodation  
(see   for   instance   Cogo   and   Dewey   2006:   70-­73).   My   study   thus   confirms   that  
these  strategies  are  important  for  ELF  interaction  –  and  shows  that  they  can  also  
be  expressed  by  means  of  the  progressive.    
  
Apart  from  the  functions,  the  qualitative  analysis  has  also  addressed  the  issue  of  
communicative   effectiveness   of   the   progressives   found   in   my   data,   as   this   is  
especially   important   for   ELF   communication.   Remarkably,   in   none   of   the   cases  
could   the  progressive  be   identified  as   the  cause  of  a  problem  of  communication.  
Thus,   irrespective   of   form   and   function,   which   can   be   canonical   or   not,   the  
progressive  is  clearly  communicatively  effective.  Or  to  put  it  differently,  this  finding  
seems  to  confirm  what  also  other  studies  on  ELF  have  shown,  namely  that  for  ELF  
speakers   communicative   effectiveness   is  more   central   than   following  ENL   rules.  
With   regard   to   the   progressive,   the   speakers   in  my   data   go   beyond  ENL   to   the  
virtual  language  and  make  use  of  its  potential.    
  
Ranta  (2006:  112-­114)  argues  that  the  progressive  could  be  used  in  ELF  to  ensure  
communicative  effectiveness  as   its   form  gives  extra  prominence.  As   I  also   found  
no  instances  of  the  progressive  causing  miscommunication  in  my  data,  this  could  
well  be  true.  However,  I  would  argue  that  the  progressive  is  more  than  that.  It  is  an  
attractive   form   for  ELF  speakers  because   it   can  have  a   range  of  communicative  
functions   and   express   different   communicative   needs   of   the   speakers.   ELF  
speakers   effectively   exploit   the   underlying   resource   of   the   virtual   language   with  
regard  to  the  progressive  for  communicating  with  others.  Therefore,  I  suggest  that  
the  progressive  can  be  considered  as  part  of  the  repertoire  of  ELF  speakers  that  is  
selected  in  different  contexts  as  the  most  effective  resource  for  their  purpose.    
  
It   should   be   stressed   that   the   findings   of  my   study   are   limited   to  my   data   only,  
namely  the  speech  events  of   the  type  conversation  found  in  VOICE.  This  means  
that  when  using  more  or  a  different  kind  of  data   from,  say  another  speech  event  
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type,   the   results   might   be   different.   Further   research   is   needed   to   get   a   more  
detailed   picture   of   the   use   of   the   progressive   in   ELF   and   also   to   establish   how  
relevant  my  findings  really  are  as  well  as  to  determine  whether  all  of  the  functions  I  
identified  are  equally  central  for  the  progressive  in  ELF.    
  
Nevertheless,  my  analysis  has  pointed  to  some  interesting  aspects  with  regard  to  
the  progressive.  The  main  findings  that  emerge  from  my  analysis  based  on  VOICE  
data  are  that  the  progressive  is  certainly  a  relevant  structure  in  my  ELF  data  as  it  
is  frequently  used  and  that  the  speakers  realize  the  underlying  criterion  of  meaning  
more   generously   than   in   ENL.   Moreover,   the   progressive   is   communicatively  
effective   in   all   contexts.   Despite   its   limitations,   this   study   certainly   gives   first  
insights   into   how   the   progressive   is   used   in  ELF  and   thus   sheds   light   into  what  
ELF  is  like.  
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ABSTRACT  IN  GERMAN  (Deutsche  Zusammenfassung)  
  
In  unserer  zunehmend  globalisierten  Welt  wird  Englisch  als  Lingua  Franca  (ELF)  
für   viele   unterschiedliche   Kommunikationsabsichten   verwendet.   Diese  
Diplomarbeit   soll   einen   Beitrag   zur   ELF   Forschung   leisten,   indem   sie   den  
‚progressive’  –   im  Deutschen   ‚Verlaufsform’  genannt  –   in  ELF  untersucht.  Ziel   ist  
es,  Einblicke   in  die  Art   und  Weise  zu  geben,  wie  der   ‘progressive’   in  Bezug  auf  
Formen   und   Funktionen   in   ELF   verwendet   wird.   Damit   soll   zu   einem   besseren  
Verständnis  von  ELF  beigetragen  werden.    
  
Im   theoretischen   Teil   der   Arbeit   werden   das   Konzept   von   ELF   und   die   ELF  
Forschung   kurz   charakterisiert.   Weiters   wird   auch   der   ‚progressive’   als  
grammatikalische   Kategorie   diskutiert,   was   als   Anknüpfungspunkt   für   den  
empirischen  Teil  dient.    
  
Die  Diplomarbeit  basiert  auf  einen  Studie,  die  den  ‚progressive’  im  Sprachereignis  
‚conversation’   des   VOICE   Korpus   untersucht.   Die   Daten   werden   von   einem  
quantitativen   und   qualitativen   Standpunkt   aus   analysiert.   In   der   quantitativen  
Analyse   wird   versucht   zu   zeigen,   in   welchen   Formen   und   wie   häufig   der  
‚progressive’   in  ELF  verwendet  wird.  Die  Ergebnisse  werden  auch  mit  Daten  von  
Muttersprachlern  aus  dem  ICE-­GB  Korpus  verglichen.   In  der  vorliegenden  Arbeit  
wird   gezeigt,   dass   der   ‚progressive’   in   den   untersuchten   Daten   eine   relevante  
Struktur  der  ELF  Kommunikation   ist  und   in  einer  Vielzahl  verschiedener  Formen  
verwendet  wird.    
  
Der  qualitative  Teil   versucht  zu  zeigen,  welche  Funktionen  der   ‚progressive’  hat,  
um   darzulegen,   was   die   Verwendung   dieser   Form   motivieren   könnte.   Die  
qualitative  Analyse  ergibt,  dass  der  ‚progressive’  in  den  Daten  sowohl  Funktionen  
aufweist,   die   in   Grammatiken   zu   finden   sind   als   auch   solche,   die   dort   nicht  
aufscheinen.   Der   ‚progressive’   wird   beispielsweise   verwendet,   wenn   dem  
Gesagten  besonderer  Nachdruck   verliehen  werden   soll   oder  wenn  das  Gesagte  
lebendiger  erscheinen  soll.  In  der  vorliegenden  Arbeit  wird  argumentiert,  dass  die  
Sprecher   auf   die   der   Sprache   zu   Grunde   liegenden   Ressourcen   zurückgreifen,  
und  dass  allen  Funktionen  des   ‚progressive’  das  gleiche  Bedeutungskriterium  zu  
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Grunde   liegt.   Abschließend   wird   die   Frage   der   kommunikativen   Effektivität   des  
‚progressive’  thematisiert.    
  
Zusammenfassend   lässt   sich   feststellen,   dass   in   den   untersuchten   Daten   der  
‚progressive’   ein   relevanter   Bestandteil   der   ELF   Kommunikation   ist,   und   dass  
seine   Verwendung   keine   Missverständnisse   auslöst.   Außerdem   realisieren   ELF  
Sprecher   im   Vergleich   zu   Muttersprachlern   das   zu   Grunde   liegende  
Bedeutungskriterium  großzügiger.    
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